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1.. INTRODUCTION

s -

. This report is submitted to the Natiopal Assessment of Educatiomal
Progress (NAEP) and constitutes _the ffnal reiort for assessment Year 11.

“The report covers in- school and supplementary frame sampling activities in

4

the eleventh operational year of. National ,Assessment. Out-of-gchool sampl-

ing activities for Young Adults were not carr1ed out durmn; Year 11 because ’
of reduced fund;ng ’ ]
l.l Overall National Assessment Objectives . .

The éong-term-objectiye of the National Assessment of hducational \

Progress is to assess the progress of education of selected’ population

groups. This objective hak required the devel:pment and implementation of

. . . : M L]
a continuing program of data collection, analysis, and reporting. /

The immediate products.of the National Assessment program are statisti-
cal data series describing the knowledge, skills, and attitudes of selected
population groups. A ~stated objective of National Assessment'has been to

‘present educat1oual outcame data which may be readily understood by the lay

-

1F?pub11c as well as b ss1onal researchers, educators, and leg1slators

. Th1s has brought aboﬂt\a departure from traditional edlicational measurement

? '

procedures which are d1rected toward individual performance on a battery of

v

exercises. The National Assessment data are: used to present estimates of
» - /

population grolip performance - on specific exercises. This shift in the
‘ N

/
method _of data acqu1s1t1on and presentat1on has requlred development - of
unique sample selection,. data collection, and analy51s procedures.

The NatLonal A'sessment program has focused on major population sub+

-

groups and o specified subject matter areas. The special populations '
" -
) 4 ook

w
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s

-

targeted by National Assessment are restricted to four age classes (1,2,3,

., A %
and 4): 9-year-olds, .13-year-olds, 17-year-olds, and.young adults (26-35

years of -age), respectively. Nine year-olds, 13-year-olds, and 17-year-

olds are assessed in school. In'add{tion, 17-year-olds no longer enro}led

A

in school are assessed in their homes, as are young adults. The assessment

of ;oung adults wa; suspended in Year 06, and was resuméd as a separ;te
undertaking in\?Bar 08 only. Additionally, the assessment of out-of-school
17-year-olds was. suspended in Year 08, and not resumed until Year 11.
Other population subgroups can be.defined within each age class (e.g.,

7
region, sex, race, level of parents' education, and community type); these

subgroups are discg;sed in somé detail in section 1.3. -

The subjeét ‘matter areas assessed through Year 11 have included:

Year 01 - Science, Citizenship, amd Writing;

Year 02 -”keading and Literature;

Year 03 *“Music and Social Studies;

Year 04 - Mathematics and {he reassessment of Science;

Year 05 - Career and Occupational Development'and the reassessment og“
Writing;

Year 06 - Art and the reassessment of Reading; g

Year 0; - Basic Matﬁematics and the reassessment of Citizenship and
Social Studies (combined);

Year 08 - Reassessment of Science at all age classes; assessment of

Health and Energy and reassessment of(Reading at Age Class 4; °

» £

. 2 -
e 4 ,
:

* )
) Year 05 out-of-school assessment:* included Career. and Occupational

Development only.

é

ik .
" In Year 07, Basic Mathematics exercises werg administered to 13- and
" 17-year-olds only. . Co ”

- .
g 3 H]
'

® ) ; .

_ - 15




2

Year 09 - Reassesswent| of Mathematics at all in- -school age classes;
’ A
\

Year 10 -.Reassessment of Music, Art, and Writing;

: .. _ *
T Year 11 - Reassessment of Reading, Literature, and Art .

lz : . In Years 05 and p6, supplemental Mini-Assessments of Functional X

theracy (MAFL) were also conducteg for 17-year-olds. ,In Year 06, Index of

to 17-year-olds; in

Bas1c Sk111s packages véTe add1t1ona11y administered

Year 08, Basic Life Slull,i 'packages were administered to 17- year- olds; in

Year 09, l7-year-oldsHyere.assesaoé/1n Consumer Skills; and in Year 10,

i U At_titudes and Achievememt in Mathematics packages were additionally admin-

o istered to 13-year-olds and twelfth graders.

pal Assessment

1.2 Historical Overview. of Natio

’ .
' : ‘National Assessment has undergone a mild evolution over the period of

“ ’ ’ ) .
T its brief historyt  Special adjustments in sampling and field procedures

- - ~ .
have been made every yeafmég\accommod
1

ewv su%ject matter areas.

ate the special requirements of exer-

_cise adninistration in n The sampling of 17-year-

olds not énrolled in school §HQ£§zd from a household sample apprnacn to a

mulfiplag_frame‘ approach to a ‘school  dropout and early _graduate frame

. approach over the §1rst five years of assessment.

s -~

4 In Year 01, 17-year- ated in the

olds not enrolled in school were loc

A ' household sample only. The sample of out-of-school 17-year-olds is called

the Supplementary Frame sample.  Several potential methods of obtaining

“g\-—3"“ lists of out-of- school 17- year -o0lds were 1nvest1gated before the Yea

.
p;ocedure was finalized. s included an area

r 05

Some of these potential list
‘household frame, secondary school records, colleges; military service

Neighborhood Youth Corps, Job Corps, and the Employment

induction centers,_

! \ Securityr Commission. In Year 05, the decision was made to obtain early
- . r

pr——

* o . .
In Year 11,  Art exercises were administered to 13-year-olds only.
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»

graduate and dropout lists from 5 subsample of the schools selected 'for.

17-year-old assessment. The examinations of these potential 1lists are -

documented elsewhere [1], [2].

-

A number of modified field procedures were initiated in the .Year 02

“«

out-of-sohool assessment: as a result of the Year 01 experience. The require- *°

L

.ment of including all States in the in-school sample necessitated ngor
sample design-changes in Yéan 02; further sample design molifications were

instituted in Year 05 to meet this .requirement and also provide simple,

relatively unbrased methods of estimating sampling error{ '
In Year 64, a study to align National Assessment sample stratificationm
more closely with NAEP reporting c;tegories was undertaken. Some viluable

bz:productsaof this study included: (1) the definition :0of Census low-income

-

e s o Lo -
areas as a stratification tool to f#solate the low metropolitan subpopula-

t ' N N

; e » -
tion, (2) the use of Census estimates of the percent rural 17-year-olds to
: &

» .

. » ‘
define the extreme rural subpopulatiens, and (3) the development of a

”

, - ¥
standardized set of procedures, including computer software, to classify
o []

\ .
respondents into size and type of community reporting categories.

‘ 3
The Year 06 assessment included a number of experimental studies of

‘.

— -

alternate ‘methd%s of "administration, ‘which had an impact on how fielé

»

-

procedures were conduc;ed as part of the 17-year-pld assessment." -One study

cw

. . SN Ay .
explored the operational®*feasibility of a modified student selection proce- =
. | ; ‘ :

dure. As a;fesult of this substudy, it was decided to mo&ify the student
selection procedLré in Year 07 from a systematic sampie to a'simpLe.raﬂdom , ‘:
sample.' Additionally, t;e simple random sampling appr;ach allpwed Echogls
.to use pre-existing lists of eligibles (i.c.,Acomputer printouts,}qlassroom
rostersj to ghe fuliest.extent. A sgcoqd‘feasibility‘study conducted>in '

Year 06, involbing a subsample of 48 schools, tested three different package

v 17 ‘
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IERJf:;: —' examined in ?ear'oq. .

&

3

’ .
adm1n1strat1on plans des1gned to increase the number of respondents without

~

experimental design .80 the response rates and. cost factors could be
“ t

compareﬁ-and any observed difference could be evaluated -against the experi-
mentdl error. Me a result-of lhis substudy, a procedure to fqilowup son-
tespondents ;ﬁ the day after package administr;tion was adopted in Y¢5r107.

A pumber of‘mor%/formal self-evgluation projects have been conducted.~
_These.projects included saﬁple‘efficiency studies, a qualgty check resurvey
of the household sample in Year 01, and a followup study of nonresponding
in-school 17-year-olds in Year 04. Beginning in Year 04, the quality of

*. .
the collécted data has been assessed through annual propability samples of-

-~

. * -

schools. Following the Years 06, 07, and 08 assessments, NAEP and RTI
held a District SuperV1sors debrleflng conference to obtain recommendations
for future Natiéngl Assessment years. Meeb;ngs of this type supply valuable

-

insight to plann1ng subsequent assessments.

. /Zaditionally, in Year 06 RTI part1c1pated with NAEP in developing a
H o coordinate& four-year sphool sampling pesigniwhich achieved broad dispersion
Of‘Fhe sample over the four-year period, yet avoided Pan? of the problems
epcountered in the past when.the same schools were selected_in successive
years through independeﬁi annual samples.- The proposed design also reduced
the number of travel poiéts in asy single year's sample. Tbis change was
'notivsted Sy the reduced funding.level and associated reduction in package

adpministration loads anticipated _for subsequent assessments. Cost and

~ variance analyses, indicated that .§uéh a reduction -in primary sampling

.points would improvg design efficiency. Reducing the number of tfave%

* .
. Becausé of cost considerations, 2 nonprobability sample of schaols was

-~

. -t
! ' 18 :
v . [
4 .

\the use of alternates. This study was carried out as a statlstlcally valid"
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points became a viable option as a result of the relaxation of the all-state
repres;ptation requirement in Year dj, 2
* Two design modifications were adopted in Year 07. First, a multistage
eallocation procedure based on the school frame data was adopted. The
procedure reassigoed the 162‘replicates in Year 07 to PSUS proportional to
reﬁised 17-year-old size measures based on estimated 17-year-old school

enrollments developed from the school frame.

Secondly, in Year-07 a ranking of schools based on parents occupation

and DOC classification was made prior to package assignment. This ranking

was.used to identify the oversappled substratum within each PSU. The group
package sample size’ for each oversampled and nonoversampled school within
each substrqtum was then determined from dge class enrollment estiqétes on
Principal's Questionnaires and from preViously computed student respoanse
rates by si;e and type of copmunity. This proceduge allowed adJustments to
be made for schools which, at sample selection(‘may’have’heen misclassified
into the %versampled suhst;atum.

Three . additional design modifications were incorporated in Year 08.

Fitst the 17-year-old student samples were selected in a PSU at the same

N

time that the 9-year- old student samples‘were selected., Nine- and seventeéenr.

year-old respondents were assessed' at the usual time; however, the new

procedure eliminated some of the school burden by giving 17-year-old schools

more time to prepare fOI assessment

/

P J

Secondly, student sample weights were egualized separately within the
oversampled substratum mnd within thé remainder at the student selection

level by varying the sample size. ‘Group sample sizes ranged‘ffom'lo to 35.

Thirdly, the Year 08 Quality Check sample'was selected across all

i
three age clagges. Previously only schools at a particular age class had

~

. ¢ ¢ +

. 2 . *

L
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been included in. the quality check sample each year. This new procedure

«

enabled ‘RTI's Natjonal Assessment Adminis‘ration Center to detect more
. . v

,rapidly any irregularities in the collection of National Assessment data.

As a. result of recommendation from the District SuperviSOr's debriefing

-

conference, the\nax1mum group sample size in Year 09 was reduced from 35 to
. 25 students. Similarly, the minimum was increased from 10 to 16. (/Expected
sample weight sums and sample sizes for various maxima and minima were
examlned prior to the decision. It was found that the maximum group size
could be reduced without appreciably altering the targeted sample size

while still equalizing the sample weights.

b 4
&

In Year 10, the method of estimating the number of eligibles per
‘ school 'was refined. Previously, eligibles were estlmated using the school

grade by grade enrollment and 1970 estlmates of the proportlon of eligibles

per grade in reach State. Using the Year 09 response data and Principal's

Queationnaire data, regre§§%pn equations were developed in Year 10 to
nredict estimated eligibles by school for each age class.

In YearQli, ; coordinated four-year pr{éary sample‘was selected. The
sample was selected in March 1979 and was preceeded by an 18-month planning
effort. During the” planning period, primary designs from the first ten
years were exampiged it terms of sttengths and weaknesses, de51gn efficiency
stndies conducted in Year 07 were re-examrned, and the d1rection of the
sample over the next tour years was discussed.’ The sampling procedures are

documented eléEWhere [3].

1.3° Subpopulation Representation

Natrondl Assessment reports results for a var1ety of subpopulatlons‘

Besides the three in-school age groups, ‘reported subpopulations include

within eéch age level fonr geographié. regions, sex, race, grade, four’

Y. U EU , I




. éuarantee adequate sample representati for- the reporting subpopulations

for the select1on of a coordinated four-year primary sample to be allocated

‘selected during March through May 1980 andladministereddin June through

levels of‘parents' education, and seveny.size and type ofwcommunity {STOC)
categories. These reporting groups are lisﬁea_in table 1-1.
The geograpb1c regions referred to in tEBIe 1-1 are those used by the

Office of Business Econom1c? Department of Commerce.“Table 1-2 defines

»

NAEP's regions in terms of the sets of "States which comprise the four

geographic areas.

The size and type of community Categorization mentionedrin table, 1-1
. R f

réfers to a poétclassification of schools in terms of the residential

distribution and parental occupation of attending students. A detailed
~

description of the STOC classification procedures is presented in sectidn

!
2.6.

A major objective of the National Assessment survly design is to .

listed in table 1-1. Such representatfﬁn-is essential if reasonably precise
co-par1sons among these subpopulat1ons are to be made w1tb1n a given assess-
ment year and with previous years when the same subject areas were assessed.

t

1.4 Overview of Samplidg Activities _

)
—y

- Samp11ng activities for Year 11’ began in 1977 when plans were begun
to Years .11-14. IS March 1979 the sample~ was selected and allocated. ' .
In-SChool secondary sample select1on acttivities were carried out'during May
th&ough August 1979, and in-school package assignment and field support
activities were begun in August and cont1nued into 1980 Sample we1gbt ot
co-putation activities bQ'nn in January and cont1nued througb August 1980.

The Supplementary Frame gecondary sample was selected in July and August j?

. . ( R ;

1979, and the third-stage sample ‘of discontinuers and -early graduates was

21
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Table 1-1. National Assessment reporting categories

/

/
i
/ ] Number of
'Cldssf?ﬁcation subgroups: Subgroup nameg
7 =
Age Jevel 3 9-, 13-, 17-year-olds
Sex 2 Male, Female
Race ‘ 4 White, Black, Hispanic, Other
///Geographic.region 4 Northeast, Southeast, Centr;l,
‘ West )
-
‘Level of parental 4 No high school
education ¢ Some high school
Graduate high school
Post high school
Size and type of 7 . Low metropolitan (extreme inner

community (STOC)

Grade

city)
High metropolitan (extreme
affluent suburb)
Extreme rural
Main big city (remainder of
big city) -
Urban fringe (suburban fringe)
_ Medium city
”;nSmall.places (small city)

3 (9's, 13's) 3,4, Othet

4 (17's)

7,8, Othef
10,11,12, Other

5
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;TabIe 1-2, p@finitions of Natiqgal Assessmenf‘regional subpopulatibns

[

/ - o

Northeast

Delaware
Connecticut
Maine .~
New Hampshire
Rhode Island
Vermont .
District of Columbia
Maryland
Massachusetts
New Jersey
Pennsylvania
New Yo;k “

Central

Iowa

Karf®as
Nebraska
'Notth Dakota
South Dakota
Minnesota
Missouri
Illinois
Indiana
Michigan
Wisconsin
Ohio

Southeast

Arkansas
Florida

" Virginia ,

West Virginia
Alabama
Georgia’

' Kensucky

louisiana
Mississippi
North Carolina
South ‘Carolina

Tgnnes;;e
West

glaska
awaii
Idaho
Montana
Nevada .
Wyoming
Arizona
Oregon
Utah
Colorado
New Mexico
Oklahoma
California
Texas
Washington

|
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August. Supplementary Frame weights were computed in September through

-

November 1980.

1.5 Report Organ1zat10n
hY
Chapxer 2 of ‘this report documents the Year 11 1n school sampling and

1we1ght1ng ‘activities. Supplementary Frame activities are described in

Chapter 3. A list of referencés is included at the end of each chapter.

b
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2. IN-SCHOOL ASSESSMENT

»

2.1 Introduhtion -

v -

Art.. Reading and Literature had- been previously assessed in Year 02, and

.. i . |
Readjng had been reaséessed in Year 06. Art had been assessed in Year 06

< . . .
. and reassessed in Year 10. Year 11 Art _exercises were admin1ste;ed to
. Ieas
“j ' L]

13-year-olds only. -Table 2-1 summarizes the npmber of Year 11 packages by

age class and type of package. Planned sample sizes by aél classTare shown

~

in table 2-2. . T " '

2.1.1 Tasget Population  ~ - -
The target population specified for .in-school assessment included

L4

9-year-olds, 13;year-otﬂs, and 17-year-olds enro{led in‘eithgr public or

private schools at ‘the time of assessment. Table 2-3 presents the specific
. —
age definitions prescribed for aisessment Year 11 and the range of age for

-

eligibles im the school sample. “

The target populations defined by birthdate ranges in table 2-3 were

restricted by excluding persons who were functionally handicapped to the

extent that they could not participate in the assessment as it was normally

1

conducted. Specific graﬁps excluded were: - , : .

(1) Non-English speaking persons; .
:(2) Respondents identified as nonreaders during the assessment;

' (3) Persons® physically or mentally handicapped, including Educable
Mentally Retarded (EMR), in such a way that they could not res-
pond to NAEP exercjses as they were normally administered;

(4) Students attending public and private schools established for the
physically handicapped and/or mentally retarded.

In addition to these groups which were judged incapable of responding
properly, 9- and 13-yea}-olds not enrolled in public or private schools at

\)“ [ / ~

<L

The subject areas assessed in Year 11 were Reading, Literature, and
v 4. N -
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. - Table 2-1. ,Ye;r 117 ip- school NAEP packages by age class
>/ . . and type of package
. . - - . - . . )
. i ° -
°  Age qlass Reading and Literature Reading, Literature, and Art
\1 (9-year-olds) 11 - 1
¢
s3\’,(13-year-ol~:ls) v 14 , 1
4 ) s
3 (17-year-olds) 14 - -
- ; 4
“ r
;
Py » F {
« ! /
) TabYe—®-2. Planned sample sizes by age class
; o »
» ‘k - .~ ‘%‘, - [
. Sample Total
N - 4 . > Number , ‘ size/ sample
. » Age' class vf* packages pagkage size
i \\ . ' s
1 (9-yea_°r-oldg) 11" ‘ 2,592 28,512 1
- — - |
. 2 (13-year'-olds) 15 2,592 38,880 .
. v - . ‘ R .
3 (17-year-o0lds) 1 © 2,592 36,288
3 » ) , ‘ o . . , .
f : A

re

“, ,2 ‘ | .




o ' : : o-15- -

»

i' AW
- . » Table 2-3. -‘é’initions of target populations
I- . range of age for eligibles
o . Age group Survey period Eligible birthdates
‘ ®
{ , ; o
9-year-ojds 1/02/80 to 3/02/80 - Calenda? year 1970’
I: ! 13-year<olds 10/09§9 to 12/15/79 Calendar year 1966
(. 17-year-olds .  3/05/80 to 5/04/80 © 10/01/62 to 9/30/63
/ Eligible‘gge range
U Minimum Mid-range ‘ Maximum
g 9-year-olds “ 9 y’rs. 1 mo. 9 yrs. 7% mos. 10 yrs. 2 mos.
T P an ‘ : . '
13-year-olds 12 yrs. 9% mos. 13 yrs. 4% mos. 13 yrs. 11% mos .
¢, . -
{ ‘ 2 > 17-year-olds 16 yrs. 6 mos. 17 yrs. % mo. 17 yrs. 7_mos.
( .
!
( ‘ ] .
] B
'. , , ,
4 -
’ .
4
. R .
L)
re
\ e
LD} . .
\ °. (]
wia ' .
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the time of assessment were excluded. Oug—df-sch531’9- and 13-year-olds
represent such a small ffagtion of their respective age groups that it was
not worthwhile to pursue them. Other general NAEP sample design specifica-
tions are mentioned in the following baragraphs.

2.1.2 Sample Design Objectives

3

The following were:the=major objectives of the four-year sample design

implemented beginning in Year 11:

. v
(1) Insure that at least one PSU was preseat in eairktegion by size

of community category annually.

* (2) Reduce the geographic size of PSUs.

3)

¥

Redefine sampling size of community stratification to more closely

align with reporting size and type of community ‘definitions.

\ -

3] >versamp1e low income- anfextreme rural areas to insure adequate
sample representation for the reporting subpopulations.

(5) Insure that a school would appear in the sample no more than once
" every four years_ ’
(6)" Facilitate simple and relgtively unbiased estimates: of sample
variance. '
(7) Permit samples of either (a) 75 PSUs with 550 schools at each age

Igvel or (b) 100 PSUs with 1000 schools at each age level.
B I

&

2.2 Primary Sample .

L4

To achieve the major objectives stated in section 2.1.2, a four-year

primary sample was_designed and impleriented. The primary sample selection
- . .”‘\\ S s

was completed in March 1979 and documented in a separate final report to

ECS [1]. . .

-

Counties and 1970 Census-redognized county-equivalent independent

cities, or clusters of these, comprised the primary sampling frame. Twenty

major strata were defined by crossing the four geographic regions with five

sampling. description of community (SDOC).levels. The five SDOC categories

1 4

sre defined as follows:

»




® ’ ’ ; -17- ' * _

1 | ,
I- SDoC ‘ — Deftnition
. = ¥, Y ,

1 SMSA counties containing; all or part of a central city of
{t * 200,000 or more population ("big city") din 1970.

2 Re@gining counties in "big city" SMSA's.

4 ¢ an

'I? 3 ther count § containing all or part of a place with

25,000 or more population in 1970.

— (ounties not qLalifying for SDOC 1, 2, or 3 and not
classified as "extreme rural" (SDOC 5).

l £,
&

~ Counties not classifiedeas SDOC 1, 2, or 3, not having
"10,000 or more total 1970 urban population, having non-
‘ Zero farm employment, and having relatively high values
( ~ of/an "extreme rural" 4ndex, computed based on county
/(Tabor force occupational classifications.

V4

The alioqaiion of a-one year sample of 162 replicates in proportion to

=
(¥, ]

a measure of size for each region by SDOC stratum is shown in table 2-4.
The size measures shown is the average number of 9-, 13-, and 17-year-olds,
, s

counting children in inner cities and extreme rural areas twice.

- -

Within each region by SDOC stratum, the.desired integer sample alloca-

tion was configured into an allocation of 1-, 2-, and 3-replicate simpie

Ed

upit;?\}i\i?own by table 2-5. For example, in region 1 and SDOC 1, .the’

ry

" thirteen allocated replicates were partitioned into five 2-replicate units
. 4 - - -~

" ]
_ and one 3-rep£}cate unit (5 x 2+ 1 x 3 = 13). \
5 . . > »
Beforeimplementing sample selection, frame units were ordered within
A - -

each of the-major strata in serPent::i/fjigiaﬂ by state and alternatingly
. 5 30 ' v .
within stateés /by increasing and th decreasing value of percent racial
- * - ' /
minorities.. . . . ' !

’
+

From fpe described stratf!isp, ordered sampling frame, five equal sizé
samples vere selected utilizing a probability mimimum replacement (PMR)
per o ) ' L. -
| A algorithm;frhich alles exact,ﬁrobability proportional to size selection

. -

2

>

L o




Table 2-4. Sample alloc;tion by region and SDOC categories

Size
measure

Single-sample
allocation

~
’

Integer single Five-sample
sample allocation allocation-

-

337,519
231,294
321,465
127,115
20,769
1,038,162

171,171 -
90, 0
272,331
312,766
127,759
974,038

482,934
/186,151
"268,679

188,897

211,410

1,238,071

496,084
78,696
268,835
138,779

- 83,343

. 1,065,737

4,315,008,

12.67
8.68
12.07
4.77
0.78
38.97

6.42
3.38
10.22
11.74

- 65
45
60
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Table 2-5. .Allocation in terms of 1-; 2-, and 3-replicate units

. 5 )
[ , S%e-sample allogation Five-sample allocation
, * -Region. SDOC  Total reps l-rep . 2-rep. 3-rep Total reps l-rep- 2-rep 3-r
' &j/ . \'.
r 1 7 1 13 - S . 1 65 - 25 5
: 2 9 - 3 1 45 - 15 5
0! 3 12 - 3 - 60 - - 30 -
; 6 5 1 12 - 25 5 10 -
. 7 1 1 - - _3 3. _= -
I T 40 2 16 ° 2 200 10 80 14
U ‘ \ 1 6 - 3 ’ 30 - 15 -
. 2 3 1 1 < 15 5 °s -
3 10 - S - S0 - 25 -
4 /] - 6 - 60 - 30 -
- 5 _s. 1 2. - 25 S 0 -
: . 36 2 7" - 180 10 85 -
"3 1 = - 70 ‘. 35 -
- 2 2 35 - 10 S
3 S 50 - 25 -
4 3 - 35 5 15 -
3 4 g _40 = _20 -
. 21 1 230 S 105 5
7 1 19 - 8 T 95 - 4 . 5
2 3 1 1 - 15 S 5 -
3 10 - - 5‘ - 50 - 25 -
) 4 S 1 o2 - 25 ) -10 -
. 5 3 1 1 - 15 5.5 =
40 3 17 1 200 15 8 -~ 5
‘ TOTAL : 162 '8 71 6, 810 0 %355 20
Vi I ¢ .
N J .
. 5 » ’
v / "“,\_
- - ’

i
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of a fixed number of units from a frame %#ith units of unéqual size. Four

' . of the sampl;es were randomly assigned to the assessment years 11 through

14. The primary. sample utilized for Year 11 of Naiiongl Assessment is

listed in Appendix F. The fifth sample was reserved to serve as a soyrce

——
3

of replacements for refusing prim‘a‘r& units and ‘a possible QUPpleu;ental
.QH. = B ‘

sample under a large sample optiom-.

The procedure used for selecting the five equal sized primary samples

did nmot preclude the possibility that some ftame units might 'be selected
¢ T
more than'once. Further, the method of assignment of multiple selections

to the five samples’ (years) did nbt enéufe balance by year, thus a sample

PSU could be assigned twice to one year and not at all ip anothér. ' The

primary sample was -examined _determine how many times <this situation

e identified across the entire five-part

occurred Three occurrences W,
sample and revisions were ! to balance the samplé by year in these
. ,

instances. Ouly of¥ of the ad}ustuents affected the Year 11 primary sample.

None of the PSUs selected for the special augmentation/replacement.

v
"

sample. were required for PSU replacement in .Yearrll.

2.3 Secondary Frame Construction and Selection of Sample Schools

. 2.3.1 School Frame:Construction

For all Year 11 primary sampling units, all public a;d private‘schools

were enumerated. The grade range, total enrollment, aqd certain identify-
- AR . .

ing data were obtained for each school. A computer tape conﬁaining “he
. desired data was obtained from Curnqulun;' Infomatmn Center (CIC), CIC is

a Denver-based organization that gathers mformat.mn pertaining .to pubhc

/
and private schools in the United States. Using the grade range .and total

enrollment data, an estimate of the number of age class eligibles in each.

school was made . ’ ’

-

a
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. “2¢3h151" Validation of Gompleteness'of School Frame. '
‘; ".' : 'As noted in the preceding section, am estimate of the number of age

-

oo ) ,
class ‘eligibles for each school was obtained using the grade range and
' total enrollment data. An estimate of the number of age class eligibles in

each PSU was obtained by summing these estimates across schools. The
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selection. If the two estimates of eligible 17-year-olds differed consider-

c

ably and/or the relations among the three age class totals were detefmined

¢ _ atypical, the following further checks were made. Estimates of igé class

eligibles and R{inary'sampling frame totals for PSUs selected from the same
' . .

State in the previous year's assessment were examined to see if similar
discrepancies occurred. 1f necé;sary, it ‘wvas verified. that estimates
appeared for each eligible school in each PSU and that correct data and

i methods were utilized in.estima;ing the age clafs eligibles for each school.

2.3.1.2 Validation of Completeness of School Frame for Oversampled

”

; ///1; E Populations
. \ L ™Y .
If a2 primary unit contained a population to be oversampled, estimates

were conﬁuted of: (a) the total age class eligibles in the oversampled

’ populatfggland (b).the percent of age class eligibles in the oversampled

population.
» ¥ * .
If the primary unft contained schools classified as low metropolitan

and the estimateJ.percent of age class eligibles in these sthools was

“Judged too large or too small, the classification of these schools was
reexamined. Schools were reclassified from low metropolitan to nonlow

aetiopolitan status in accordance with prescribed directives. These

| .
: ' -
. Y
)
. 5

reclassification procedures are detailed elsewhere [9].

, oy \ .
VS D




for each County in the PSIL-

v

2.3.2 Sedection of Sample Schools

To achieve simple, unbiased variance eé:ation%ée.‘school frame in
. —— .

4 -
b

self-representing  PSUs vas stratified into two- an

4
s

qf?fthfee-rgplicate areas

7
containing populations of similar types. .For %‘Z:mple, in a particular

@ . A [
self-reptesenting unit, one two-replicate. area glght consist of low metro-
7 [
. J @ : .

4 "l ' - .
p%litan and remainder of the city schools; th?;’secoad ’drea containing only

e £ . .
schools from outside the city limits could’ #ccount for aqother “two repli-
‘v' »

cates. To simplify estimation of the w1th1ﬂ( PSU, variaace. contribution’ from, -
. S e :

.self-representing SMSAs, schools were élected to p.rovide""inwor three

9

nonoverlapping one-replioate subsampleg? which would easﬂy accomodate the .
L °

paired selection.variance scheme. Sf‘ﬁools in seIected’ PSUs were chosen to
1' -

accommodate the number of packages ,9’pec1f1ed in t_a'b,le 2-6. Tg}lé 2-6 lists
7 <

the anticipated maximum number ofy packages to be °adm1n1stered in Years 11

through 14. For those primary gﬁ:mts selected for 2 or 3 years, the schools
necessary for the total max1mug allocation for oune ynggﬂere determined and ,

doubled or tripled as required. Phe pumbers ‘.of.'sqle’gted sch‘oolsA were .

] ’quadrupled to accomodate;fhe four year period. . Sin‘cé.'fhe‘ number of ;;iack-

ages’ specifidd for Year 1'1 assessment was not the same a's table 2-5, it was

/ LA 2N
p Nal

necessary to subsample /the Year 11 schools to conform to the Year 11 package “

.54.

: ., ~
conftgurat1on . ,«,{_ w2

Lo e

. . A
—— . Y&

-

2.3.2.1 Oversymplin ng Low HetrJohtan and Extreme Kuzal Schools

School s(z}at were defined in tedhns of 1970° C~ensus data io")xvcrsample

~

the low metropofitan type of community. Low metropolitan scho I%were

»

e
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° Table 2-6. Anticipated maximum number of pacRages to be
- administered in Years 11 through 14
Number of Number of
Age . group packages individual packages
9-year-olds - ‘ 13 1
e
13-year=-olds . 15 ) 0
" 17-year-olds A v 18 : : 0
-~ - - P
¢
\ { r—//
oA .
{
/
/
" r' ‘ . ,
¢ H
P
C oL
* fj -+
! ¢ -
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“ {
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those schools located in the Cefsus Employment Survey (CES) low. income

areas. - CES low income areas were defined in section.2.1. Lowemetropolitan

) «
schools were oversampled at a rate of approximadely two-toijfe in relation

to nonextreme schools. T ’

’

Extreme rural schools were defined as schools located in nonSMSA
L ° , l ' - ’ : -
p counties where the extreme rural indices computed from occupational statis-

tics were aboVe specified values. Over;ampling of extreme rural schools

was accomplished at the primary sa,!g stage.
+2.3.2.2 Stratification_and Selection of Sample Schools

Within each" oversamp?‘ and nonoversampled ‘stratum, sschools ywere

furtber stratified by estimated number of eligibles. Within each size
stratum, schools with a small number of age class eligibles were clustered
in groups of two or three schools until the cluster of schools could collec-

v

%ively- take the number of packages assigned to larger schools in the stratum.
.y ! s
The schools were clustered such that the total number of age class eligibles

in each cluster /'was approximately equal. The probability with which each

school in the uster was Qelected was «

. k
( . m 2. S, .
P(School |PSU) = - S

where ’

n = total number of schools to be selected from the stratum;

28
]

total ‘number of schools in the cluster; '

Si = number of agé class eligibles in school-i;

S = total number of age class eligibles in the stratum.
Schools or school clusters were selected without replacement using
Sampford's probability proportidnal to size and without,replacement sampling

technique, ~
37
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2.4 Package Ass1gnment and Field Operat1ons

4

2. 4 1. Packag .Assignment | 9

2.4.1.1 1Introduction

The National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) in-school

sample was sele¢ted in- several stages. The selection procedures for first=
¢
stage sampling units (counties or multi-county areas) and for second-stage

samplfng units (schools) were documented in sect;gns 2.2 and 2.3. The
selection procedures for third-stage samp11ng’un1ts are documented in this
section. Siqce a probability sample of students is required for each NAEP
package, the sampling process involved three steps within each school:
(1) Selection of a probability student sample;
(2) Pertitioning of the student samffle into subsemples;

{3) Random assignment of NAEP packages to the student subsamples.

In Year 11, the total ass1gnment across all age classes consisted of

-~ '

40 unique group packages. This compares to total assignments of 35 group
packages in Year Oé‘and 41 group packages in Year 10. All Year 11.packages

contained some combination of Reading and Literﬁture exercises. Tﬁere also
were seven Art exercises in one Year 11 Age'CIass 2 package. At each age

clase, three Year 11 packages were made up of exercises recycled from Years

.

02 and 06; all other Year 11 packages were made up of exercises which had

not been adm1n1stered in previous years. Table 2-7 shows the distribution

¥

of Year 11 packages by composition (either new or mecycled exercises) and
‘-

by age class. -

“Student selection and package ass1gnment procedures requ1re a current

P

updat1ng of student enrollment, grade 'range, and related information for

all sample schools. This requisite information is obtained by the District




/
Table 2-7. Number of Year 11 packages by age class

and composition
7
I4

Number of Packages

All Recycled All New Total
Exercises Exercises Packages

11
15
14

40
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v A

Supervisors (DSs) during introductory meetings with superintendents, princi-

pals, and/or.their representatives. During these introductory meetings,

new schoolgs in selept;: ‘districts and sample Qs;hGGIS with gragp range
changes are reported to the District Supervisor. . This information is
relayed to the Research Triangle Institute (RTI) éampling Research aﬁd
Design Center (SRDC). Using probability procedures; new schools are
admitted f&fthg sa;ple and sample schools with grade range‘cbanges are
readmitted to the sample.

-Studept selection -;nd package assignmenf instructions are ‘tPen
prepared on a flow basis and coordinated\ﬁiph the field operation. Table
2-8 shows excerpts from the Year 11 schedule for in-school administration
and sampling. In zrdér to.eli;;B@te some of the assessment burden on
17-year-old scboolg, the 17-yéar-ol student samples were selected in a PSU
at the same time that 9-year-ol asses;meat was conducted. This procedure
al}owed 17-year-old schools more time to prepare fo; asseSsgeﬁt. As a
result of this change, i&\ was necessary th proﬁ&ss‘ 9-;;$nd 17-year-oid
package assignments simultaneously in December and -Janu;;y‘ias noted in
tayle 2-8. \Included‘ip the Age Class 3 package assignments were-additional
instructions to supplement the student sample with students who might have
entered ;chool since the Age Class 3 sgudent sample was selected.

A neﬁvprocedhre_of checking in packages using District Supervisor ~™
identifi:at{on numbers rather than PSU based backage ident}ficatiop numbers w«f’

re

\ ,
was initiated in Year ‘09 and continued in Years 10 and 11. This procedure

-

is explained in sectiom 2.4.1.2. Progcedures to update the school sample
are documented in section 2.4.1.3. Section 2.4.1.4 documents the method by
which the number of eligible students in each school is estimated and how

the Principal's Questionnaire data are used to restratify each school by

-
>

-y

L 4()




- type of community (TOC). . The actual allocation and assignment of Ppackages

i% schools is documented in section 2.4.1.5.

To initiate the package assignment procedure for a given PSU, certain
. N o 4

: data pretaining to that PSU must be collected and trapsmitted to the RTI

sampling staff. These data are collec®ed on specific forms, which include

\\q the’ PSU Control Sheet and the Principal's Questionnaire. u;)piés of theseﬂ

.

completed set of computer prepared package assignment forms'is 1nc1uded as

»
-

»,

" a endix E. .
PP °

2.4.1.2 Package Identification Numbers
>

. »
.Within each ’rimary sampling unit (PSU), each group package was admin-

L3

- istered one, two of three times; therefore, either one, two or three hardt

-

s — —= oo

R 1 shells conta1n1ng 18 to 24. coples of each group package were dlstr1buted in

.

. each PSU Unjque ranges of package identification numbers were assigned to

-

. . & ' were used to link the respc_mdexit to the package -administered within each

’ -

Co school; however, the particular s:kages, to which an individpal responded
-can be detected only from records which never leave the school.

‘In‘Yeat 11, each District- Super\usor was assxgned a package identifi-

-, '. cation number ra-n%ased on the npumber of package adm1n1strat10ns in

'l

Primary samplxng units- under his supervision. Table..2-9 lists the Year 11

, ‘. L4 A e /’
District Supervisor package identification ranges by age class. Pre-

. ’ - B ‘ .
+ assigning the ranges enabled Westinghbuse DataScore Systems to p rint the

package _identification numbers. Prévious t\ Year 09, District Supe ors

had manuall» coded the package ‘ident1f1cat1on numbers on each package The

v
1] '

o’th,et tasks such as mon1t?r sess1ons, teview exercise administrators' work,

: e
etc. . . -

forms are ’cluded as appeﬁdlxes I’and A, respect1ve1y Addltlonallﬁ a

package copies within each hardshell. The package identification numbers
."\ . “ .

. new procedare provnied more time for the District Superv1sors to perform

A




Package identification, numbers were ubhique within a school and linked

Again, the forms 1inking the

ERIC .

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

respondents to the particular packag
v

Tt .

#

' respondents to packages within a school.

Fd

IM“

-

‘.

e .administration never left the school.

<

.
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Table 2-8. * Schedule for Year 11 package assignment

and related field activities .
]

~

Period

TActivity

August 27
September 17

October 8

November 26
January 7

. March 3

= October 5, 1979 Age Class 1 and 2 introductory
. meetings. ’

November 9, 1979 Package assignment for Age Class
2 schools provided.

December 14, 1979 Age Class 2 assessment.

December 28, 1979 Package assignments for Age Class
1 and 3 schools provided.

February 29, 1980 (a) Age Class 1 assessment.
(b) Select Age Class 3 sample.

—

May 2, 1980 : Age Class 3 assessment.

T
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Table 2-9. Year 11 District Supervisor package
. identification ranges

OMITTED DUE TO CONFIDENTIALITY
4
- ! ¢ ﬂ
3 -
7/
\ )
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2.4.1.3 School Sample Adjustments . )
. " ‘ . '
2.4.1.3.1 Updating Sample for New Information ~ )

%7/ ‘

In Year 11, sample Schools we?e.selected on the basis of the most
//‘/ptcent information availgblg: Howe;er, when selected districts and schools
y /' were contaFted by theé District Supervisor, new schools may have been fognd.
\ In additi?n, sample schools were sometimes found to have closed or to have

% changed grade ranges such that the schools no longer contained eligibles
N

for the particular age classes for which they were selectea. These changes

were reported to the RTI .sampling staff and the file qf schools was updated
é

to reflect the current information.
1

New schools which were reported to the RTI s;mpling staff were admitted
to the Year 11 sample on ;‘p;obability basis. The sampling proéedures?by
ghich this task was accomplished are documented else;here [4].

Procedures were also followed to properly handle schools that b;came

eligible “for a new;rfgfgpt age group sample due to grade range change.
» .

In Year 11 an additiopar;three schools were selected into the sample

as a result of these updating procedures. Table 2-10 lists the number of
. .

‘new schools that were added to the sampling frame and the number of these
‘\

schools whiclk weresselected. The same information is also given for sample

9 -

schools with grade range‘changes.

A

o

2.4.1.3.2 Sample Adjustments for School ‘Nonparticipation

2.4.1.3.2.1 Reasons for Nonparticipation ) 7
/} Nonparticipating schools may be. classified into these three main
& - -
categories:
(1) Closed schogls;
. (2) Schoéls lacking age class eligiblé;; -

(3) Refusalg.

, 45
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Region sampling frame Selected " sampling frame Selected
‘ " Northeast 3 1 4 0
S;uthegst 10 . 1 2 - 0
Central 4 1 2 0
West l; 0 2 ]
Total: 32 3 ) 10 0

. frame. _ __

-33- ) o
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Table 2-10. Year 11 new schools and sample schools with grade range
’ changes admitted to the sample on a probability basis

*
New Schools

Schools with grade range change
. Added to

Added to

L]

A school was counted for every age class for which it was added to the sampling

LY
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Table 2-11 summarizes schpol nonparticipation in Year 11 of National
L] ' . \ ’
Assessment by age®class. Approximately 13 percent of the selected schools
&

did not participate in assessment. Percentages in each nonparticipation
_ category are also shown in table 2-11 for the oVerall sample.

2.4.1.3.2.2 Select1on of Agsltlonal Schools as a Result of Original
1 4

Sample School Refusals

In Years 01 through,K 06, approximately 1,000 schools were selected per -
. ) L 4

L B ’
age class. In an effort to keep trayel costs to a minimum, the Year'7'

through 11 55339} samples were designed so that .approximately 500 schools

¥

were selected per age class. As s-result,.the Year' 07 through 11 schools

. were assigned more packages.ber school than in previous year®.” Since the
. * /
number of Year 11 sample schools was considerably reduced, school refusals

* were espec1ally cr1t1cal In many~&ses, the refusal of a school resulted .,

*

i T ‘
in not enough schools remaining in the PSU to take the allocated packages

-

and maintain group sample sizes of 16. As schools refused, the remaining

school§)1n the PSU were exam1ned If not enough‘schools remained to main-

=

tain group sample s1zes of 16, then teplacement schools were selected A

.

total of 51 replacement schools .were selected These schools are listed by

/
age class and region in table 2-12. - g

2.4.1.4 Use of the Principal's Questionnaire Data

Data from the Pc;ncipal's Questionnaire for selected and participating

school were us;d"for a number of different purposes. Some of these

purposes included estimation of the number of age class elii}bles in _each

/
school; determination of tgs/hamber of split or modular sessions for each
school; and estimation of the type of community (TOC), derived size of
comounity (DOC), and size and type of community (STOC) indices.fot each

sample school. A detailed explanation &s to how the E;jncipal‘s
b,
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Table 2{1:. S'Summary of Year T1 simple school nonparf!cipation ) (/4
) . 2 i o
. ¢
Age Age Age Total Sample
Class 1 Class 2 Class 3 No. Percent
rmeriedl 608
Total Schools Se—==ITied— | 642 490 1,740 100.0
N Assessment —onitucted . sed - s34 412 1,506 86.6 \__.
. .
. . . . 7
' Assessment Fo= Conducted 48 108 78 234 13.4
Refuset 3‘; 41 46 119 6.8
g Closed _ .6 10 - 2 18 1.0
. /g; Eligiblies .
s Enrz_le& 10 - 54 28 92 5.3
- , . - .
Otber™ | o N 3 2 s " o3

/

—

—Q§— '

-

. T .

4

§;<
(O

4

l/Inéludes new s<hocls selected via sample updating and replh;ement sch001£.

2/gchools found o boe outside the selected PSU and dro

-

pped from the sample.

wid




.Table 2-1:12.  Numbers of Year 11 rcpfacement schools

*

1 : .
R?ioﬁ Age CTlass 1 - Age Class 2 Age Class 3 Total
ortheast 11 6 . 6 -3
Southeast 1. 4 / 2 7
Central 0 3 P 2 5
] - 123 4 4 2
) ]
f  Total 155 17 19 51
/ 1
J£
/‘: % i
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o F
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Questionnaire was used fo\\cach of the preceding purposes is provided in
section 2.6 and elsewhere [4]. )

<

2.4.1.4.1 7 Estimation of Number of Age Class Eligibles in each School
. . ,
In Years o1 tbrough 09 the grade—by grade enrollment on the Principal's

Questibnnairé alomg with 1970 Cefisus estimates of proportions of age class

eligibles by state were used to estimate the age class eligibles in each

‘ i

schog}. In Years“07 thxough O9,<fhe‘targeted per package sample sizes of
-— - 1 .

2600 were slightly und%%achieved., It was felt that this underachievement

- ’ H

was in paft due to an; overesti ation of age. class eligibles in sample
schools. Patt.of the overestima.ion'may have been caused by using 1970
Census estimates to estimate 1978 add 1979 popuiations. Unfortunately the
Census Bureau does.-not update these‘éstimates between censuses.
: .
In Year 10, because of this underestimation, a decision was made to

change the method of estimating age class eligibles per school, and ‘the new

procedure was also followed in Year 11. Year 09 response data and

* Principal's dﬁestionnaite data were used to develop regression equations to

predict_estimatsd eligibles in Yeas 11 by school separately for each age
tlass;. Independgent vari;bles included region, size of community, percent
Black, and pertemt Hispanic. The dependent variable was pfoportisn respon-
éents‘ by grade. A s;parate predictzén equation  was developed for the
proportion respondents in each' grade associated with the age class (i.e.,
érades 6 througm 9 for 13-year-olds). The prediction equations were then
combined to prodmcc the total estimate of age‘tlass eligibles. The regres-

sion equatlons fopZeach age class are listed in table 2-13.

2.4.1.4.2 Computing the Number of Students Available for Asseéssment

_ in Each School ~ S

L 4

S

In certaig large schools, qpe District Supervisor is allowed to
b

complete Student Listing Forms (SLFs) for a subsample of the eligible

uzU

i
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¢

i

. »
students rather than 411. SLFs are forms on which all eligible students
for a particular sampldyschool are listed. Whether subsampling of the
student list in the sampie school is allowed is noted on the PSU Control
Sheet by a digit other than one (1) appearing in column 9 of the form. fThe
number appearing in column 9 is the count interval te be used in the sub-
sampling process. Column 8 lists the start number for phe subsampling

r

process. The procedure by which the entries in column 8 and 9 are computed

‘;,—”

2.4.1.4.3 Restratifying Sample Schools Based on the TOC Index.

are documented elsewhere [4].

Within each PSU, sample schools were ranked on the basis of their TOC

»
index from most extreme to least exireme type of community. The TOC index
for each school is computed from data supplied on the Principal's
Questionnaire. . The procedure to compute the TOC iﬂdex is documented in

\

section 2.6.2. The derived size of community (DOC) was.input to the package

assignment computer software. The DOC-.index is a means of classifying .
N i

schools as to size of place and loc;!Kon with respect to urbanized areas of

’ -

large‘sities. Using the DOC index and the TOC index; schools were ranked
. —
from most extreme to least extreme type of community.

For each scho&i, the expanded enrollment was computed as the estimated

number of age class eligibles divided by the selection probability for the.
¢ ; y 1

school piven the PSU. The expanded enrollment was summed over all schools

to obtain a quantity called the total expanded school edrollment for the

v -
PSU. In addition, two quantities which were computed at the time the
. k]

secondary sample was peles%ed’were utilized in the restratification prdéess.

P

These quantities weré:

A = the fraction' of the age class eligibles loi?ted in the
oversampled region of the PSU;

. . . . .’ \.

P
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o Table 2-13. Prediction equations to determine number of

(- . ‘ ~ age .class eligibles in sample schools

Toi = Ep,9i57,01 * -2093E3 983 9iR3 9153 0;

¢

[j o LA997E, o.My iRy 9gS 4,9i34,9i
[' vt EBs9iSs95 . . . | .
: T13s = Eg 13i56,131 ¥ 311587 13387 13:57,13iB7 134
r [J ’ ‘ * '620628,13iR8,13188,13iBé,}3i |
- * By 13:59,131 : © 4 R
{ Tds = Eg,17:50,171 * 187215 175R10,171510,17:B10,174
. BB .
‘ .. * .0827E;, 15.R15 17:512,178
- ’ where
T.. = est1mated J year olds in school-i;
NP | S kA - I R
Ekji = grade-k enrollment from Pr1nc1pal s Questlonnalre for

estimated j-year-olds in school-i;

grade-k regression coefficient associated with Principal's
" Questionnaire percent Hispanic indicator variables for
- ‘ estimating j-year-olds in school-i;

Cude
[ N
i

- Percent Hispanic H H

indicator variable ‘' 3,91 “4,9i
N 1, if school-i percent
.d * Hispanic on PQ < 25%; 1.2597 1.0786
: 0, otherwise.
. , 1, if school-i percent -
. Hispanic on PQ > 25%; 1.0000 1.0000

- ' 0, otherwise.

(94
&O
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Table 2-13. _ Prediction equatiéns to determime number of
age class eligibles in sample schools

-(continued) "
Rk'i = gfade-k regression coefficient associated with region
J indicatpr variable for estimating j-year-olds in school-i;
. ) o 3
Region . R, q: R, .. R, 'y a: R . R . R e
indicator variable 3,91 4,91 7,131 8,131 10,174 12,174

¢

"1, if school-i in
Northeast Region; 0.6588 1.1309 0.6875 1.2328 0.7766 1.5433

0, -otherwise.

1, if school-i in : .
Southeast Region; 0.8174 1.0639 .0.7627 1.1069 0.6114 1.1116

0, otherwise.

. . ) -
1, 1if school-i in .
Central Region; 1.0471 0.9791 1.0430 1.1013 0.6876 0.6760

pu

0, otherwise.

T .77 if school=iim T ~° 1:0000° < 1:0000 - — 16008 --..1.0000. . 1.0000  1.0000
: West Region; ,

0, otherwise.

Sk'i = grade-k regression coefficient associated with size of
J community (SOC) indicator variable for estimating j-year-olds
in school-i;
-
* . 50C S Sa o S, o Se S, 1ni S 12
o
1, if school-i -in 0.0110 " 0.8005 f.116 0.0137 0.0227 0.784
i \ - \
0, otherwise. 3 ¢
1, if school-i in 0.0059 0.7669 1.1077 0.0059 0.0300 0.948

SoC 2;

0, otherwise.

N “ -
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Table 2-13. Prediction equations.to determine fiumber of

age class eligibles in sample schools
(continued)

SoC

indicator variable

1, if school-i in
SOoC 3;

0, otherwise.

1,' if school-i in
SOC 4;

0, othexwige.

1, if school-i inm
S0C 5;

0, othervise. R

, - S0C -
indicator variable

1, "if school-i in

SoC 1;

*0, othervise.

1, if school-i in
SOC 2;

-
2

0, otherwvise.

1, if school-i in
SOC 3; -

'

0, othervise.

1, if school-i in
© 8S0C. &;

i

0, othervise.

1, 4if school-i in
S0C 5;

0, otherwise.

s%s?

3,91

56,131

57134

0.0071

0.0070

0.0162

58,131

1.0088

1.1729

1.0000

1.0514 O.bOSO

N

-

0.9954 0.0028

0.0193

0.0210

~

1.0000  0.0043

9,17i v10,17i

0.0291

0.9949

1.'11“
0.9901

0.9704

1.0000

Sg.131

0.0136
0.0080
0.0042
0.0059

" 0.0010

54

0.0246
0.0171  0.6848.
0.0072  0.9373
0.0109

0.2324

0.0220

0.7062 — 1.

1.0137

0.8831

0.8395

1.0000

1.0512

1.2352,
H

1.0000
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i R . v ? - - T 2
Bk'..i = 7 grade-k regression coefficient associated with Pr1nc1pal
- J - Quest:.onnau'e percent Black indicator variable for estimating *
) a '-year-olds in school-i;
* (i &/ , b . *
\ Percent™Bla “-' B, .. B, ... B . B . B .
.o 1nd1cat,or ¥ariable 4,9i . 7,131_ . 8,13i |, 710,17i. 11,171
a P . '
. 1, if school-i % Black 1.1443 0.7963 1.1074 0. 751.,1 <U.\696(a
R ¢ .- onPQ is U to 24%; : -
‘ N : : ' ' /' N
. 0, otherwise. S L v
f&, if school®i-% Black 1.0729  0.9382  0.8883 . -

1.1933  0.5574 - .
PQ is 25 to 49%; A . ' s &—\1
g 0, ;tﬁemise. \ ‘ R - . \ - ‘ L

5 ~

e 1, if school-i % Black 0. 8860 1.2928  0.7949 _1.7700 m 0.5631
AR onEQ1s§0to7z,d', ) )

4 . 2 .n ‘ . . :
) ‘b, otherwise. o ’ .' ’ - *
\ 1‘,’ if 3chool-i ¥ Black 1;?)600 * 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 0.5833
) ' .0 is 75 to 100%; ) _

U : ' !
N 9 D, otherwise.
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B = the fraction of the age class eligibles located in the
) nonoversampled region of the)SU '

L

[: .

[ = a-a T t
[

An oversampled poststratum was formed by sumnung the expz;nded enrollment

for each schoel down ‘the list of ranked schools, until this sumH exceeded
,r A times the total expanded school enrollment for the PSU. The oversampled
3 ?(stratum then consisted of all schools included in this sum. The !
U “remammg schools wvere placed in the nonoversampled poststratum A fraction
of the total number of group packages for the replicate and the age class

{ was then allocated to the oversampled, poststratum. This fraction was
! . 2A + B )
A % . &
. 'l N
. _ were allocated to the nonoversampled poststratums.
-

E ‘ It should be ‘noted that vhen A, the fraction of the age class eligibles

where A and B were defined earlier. The remainder of ‘the packages

|- . ‘located ~1n the oversampled reg:.on’of the PSU, equals one (1.0000), then B
‘é equals zero (0. 0000), and all schools are placed in the oversampled post-
@‘f stratum. ~ Furthermore, all packages a\e allocated to the oversampled post-
- sPratum. When A equals zero (0.9000), then B equals one (1.0000) and all
schools are placed in the nonoversampled po;tstratum. All packages for the
replicate and the age class .are then allocated to the nonoversampleg post-
. . stia:tun. ] . ) , )
s 2.4.1.5 Package Allocation

2.4.1.8-1 Standby Schools P
Schools' havin'g fewer than the designated number of eligible respon-

, dents for the adm1n1strat1on of a group package were specified as standby
schdols. Each 4tandby schools rece:iﬂ at most one group admlnlstered

' . package frog the planned number of group admunstered packages for the PSU.

C Many standby schools received only some portions of a group admvistered

ye . Db
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package. The determination as to Yhether a standby schdbl was to receive
16 copies of the package to be administered -or a 3action of th:is numbeT
was made to be consistent with the weights fc'u' other packages in the PSU.

All stan'hby schools from each PSU lwqxe placed togét’her .as a separate
p;rt of the nonOVersa&:pled poststratum (or oversampled poststratum if a

nonoversampled poststratum was not defined for the PSU). <Oversampled and

9)>noversamp1ed' poststra’ta have been previously defined in section 2.4.1.4.2.

The standby schools as a group Wwere allocated packages from the total

packages all\otted to the nonoversampled poststratum in proportion to the
agéregate expanded enr‘ollment for all standby schools. The pac&age allo-
| jon for the standby schools as a group was then apl;ortioned ;,mong the
¥vidual standby s;;hools in proport;ion to their e,x_panded enrollment.
When it was peces';sax;y to apportion the 16 copies of tﬂe package among
several stand‘t;y schools, each school's proportionate share .of the copies
vas computed in terms ‘of expanded enrollment.
2.4. 1;2 .2 Checking the Feas1b111t;' of the Tentative Pac;_\

Allocation .

For nonstandby schools within each poststratum, the tentative package
allocation was compared with the maximum numb;:r of packages which that
school "could absorb. When a package allocation for a given school was

determined to r'e;;nitt more eligibles than were present in thd school, the

package allocation for the school was reciuced to the maximum that school

could take, and the remannng packages were proportionately allocated among .

* 4

the remaining schools. The procedure by wh1ch these remaining packages

. . v

were allocated is detailed elsevhere [lo]. ’

2 471.5.3 Assigning Packages to Schools. 0 Ce the.package allocationm

wasg deternuned for each school in the PSU, the actual package numbers were

-

' ' ST

\r'
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lass1gned from a random prermutatmn of the }hglts 1 through k. i where k YBs

the number of da.stmct group packages for age- «class-i. The group package

P

numbers were- ass1gned to. the TOC-ordered sample schools from the random
szutatlon according to the number: of group packages assigned to each

school. The randém permutat1on was used _once and then repeated in a two=

‘replicate pPSU; it was used once and repeated twice in a three-replicate

5 Finally, the package asmgmnent for each school in 2 pPSU was printed
bf the computer. A package assignment summary form was also printed. An
example of the school package a‘ssigmuent form and the package asngmnent

: : e v ‘
summary form are included in appendix E.:

: 2.4.1, 5 4 Student Select1on Procedures.

N
A simple random sampl1ng procedure was used to select sample students.

"l'he Student ﬂ‘lstlng Form (SLF) was an gy" by 11'" form li/sting up to 25 °

students per form. The listed students were numbered consecutlvely and
sample students.were selected using a random number table provided on)the
package ass:.gnment form (see appendix E) .» The student selection procedure

i® documented elsewhere 5] t6].

bl

In Year 11, the group session sample size per school varied from 16 to

]
5

25. 'l'he sample size was varied in order to control sample size by type of

'comunity (i.e., different typés of comunltles yleld different response

rates). Group session . s:.zes were also varied for, the related pu yose of
rxs\

equalizing studept weights separately within the oversampled and nond¥er<
. F -
sampled strata. . ‘ '

[ 4

The group sample size for each school was computed. Let i‘be an

> .
estimate of the target population. The group package sample size for

school-i was then c_omputed as I .

(P4 I
(g
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fG Ri C .
Si % P, g : (2.1)
i ®i
where .
f = _21%23 for nonoversampled substratum;

5,184 for oversappled substratum;

Z
\j

G ='  the number of group administrations for one replicate
(i.e., for 9-year-olds, G = 11; for 13-year-olds,
G = 15; and for lJ-year-olds, G = 14;

Ri = . the number of age class eligibles for school-i;

P{ = P(PSU) x P(School-i | BSU);

g =* the number of group administrations assigned to

“ 5 school-i; ¢
M = response rate by SOC as computed from table 2-14.

fn Year 11, the group sizes in equation 2.1 were updated prior to
student selectéon when the true age class enrollments, say Ni’ had been
ascertained. Knowing the Principal's Questionn;ire enrollment estimates
Ri’ the package sample ¥size Si as computed from equation 2.1 permitted the
updated egtimate to be made as

8y = si;ﬂ"i/gi) " .

with rounaing to the nearest integer. Upper and. lower bounds for the a,
were set%to avoid adding additional grpup administrations on one end and
v : A

fa liﬁg short of the targeted~siz% on the other. The upﬁer and lower
bouﬁds vere set at 25 and 16; respe; ively. A table was proviaed on the
package assignment form which gave t£§:adju$ted group, session size associ-
ated with specified ranges of'Ni. (See appendix E.) 4 f‘?

. As noted eaélier, an additional pa;kage assignment form was’ prepared

for 17-year-old assessment (see appendix E). This form allowed students

who bad entered school after the 17-year-old sample;had been selected and

o

vau.
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Table 2.14. Expected student response rate by size of communmity (SOC)

9-year-olds _ 13-year-olds 17-year-olds
!

]
- I}

.8239 .8127 .6255

8687 ‘ 8354 |- .6094

.8878 8404 ’ .7007

.9019 L8820 7406

.8884 .8756 .7713




‘percent abovq the target. For 17-year-o
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o

before assessment had been conducted a chance to enter the sample. The

17-year-old student samples were selectgd during the 9-year-old assessment
. [} '

to allow 17-year-old schools .more time to prepare for assessment. " The

.

additional studepts were sampled at the same rate the original samples were

i i

selected. ﬁ;tabligfas prepared for tHe packagevassignment formvapplying
this sampling :iygfio additional numbers OE,ZI;gibles up to 30. Additional
tables of ranﬁbm‘number; were supplied on the form. Once the number of
additional eligibles to ﬁe selected was determined from the table, the

eligibles were selected by numbering the list of additional eligibles and

applying the supplementary table of random numbers. The package'Prdering

which appeared on the o

-

iginal package assignmedt form was reversed on the

supplementary form and used to assign th

itional selected eligibles to

i

tional students selecféd'through the updating ptocess. b
2.4.1.5.5 Assessment Completion Rates.
The target sample gize for each package was\2,59 ents. The

actual sample sizes per package in Year 11 are recorded in table 2-21. For
9-year-olds, the actual sample sizes varied frow 1 to 5 percent above the
target. Fsr i3-year-olﬁs, the WWtual |sample siges vari;d from 5 to 12

ids, the aktual sample sizes varied

from 3 percent belog the target to 2 ﬁeréent above. :

2.4.2 Field Operations

2.6.2.1 Support of Fleld Operations

Field support activities are designed to assist the field staff to

collect qgality data. Field support .activities for Year 11 were as

-

follows- /

4

»

b1

L]
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First, RTI's sampling staff wrote letters, made visits, and/or made

[‘ phone calls to seiected school, district, and State officials tovobtain

;heir cooperation on an as-needed basis as ;equests for assistan?e were

‘ [ . receivei from the field operations staff. When am'biguitiEs arose, it was
- 1 ..

ro ’ also the RTI sampling staff's responsibility to ' determine, by checki;g

secondary frame listings, precisely which'schog} buildings were s¢lected

. into the sample. '

. LSecond, the RTI sampling-staff altered package assignments as requiyed,
- . ;
] because of a’'school refusal or a shortage in number o elig%ple student% in
: o 5008
a given school. Notice —of suth changes were \transmitted to Nationmal
A ‘f{\ i ' »
Assessment, the Scoring Contractor, e D¥strict Supervisor (DS), and the
. -/ '

field staff. The RTI sampling and survey operations staffs cooperated to

»

i

resolve discrepancies or missing information on Principal's Questionnaires
or PSU Control Sheets received from the field. Such discrepancieﬁ werS;
resolved by mail or telephone. Copies of Principal's Questionniarfes and

PSU Control Sheets can be found’in‘appendixes A and D, respectively. "

; Third, many :ample schools, particularly those in ﬁge Class 3, were

% ‘
found to contain modular sessions or several separate sgessions. These

& : <
*

sessions were termed split sessions, and each sessiom was entered on the

computerized file of schools.

1

, * .
v Fourth, machine readable files were updated throughoJ! \&f year to
; reflect changes in school personnel, in school enrollment, ind grade range,

.

in school participation status, and in district personnel. These updates

were generally made before the ,package assignment was determined for each
: , .

.

«

PSU and each agé class.

(;ﬂ
b
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Fif;h, lists of selected’.schools, package identifwicatio; numbers, and.
PSU Control Sheets were camfully'proofed before delivery.to RTI's NAAC .
staff for distribution in the field. '

Sixth, the editing, coding, keypunching, and chqcking of all school
worksheet data for: all three age \cla'sses were. a part of the field support

- {

activities. Producti:on of sample completion ,reports by PSU, r%ion, and .

» '

District Supervisor for each age class was a further field support activity.
The 'school worksheet -data were the input dag#a for these réports. School
worksheet, data were also used to 'compute the‘weig'hts for each age class.
Y / Lastly, it wans often ;eé_essa}y—for the s;mpling st;ff/to consult with
NAEP, DataScore, or RTI's NA:;AC staff and to pr;:pare position papers and
;érking pazpers‘ an;l to partig.i;;ate in g@ccasional special projects as a

result of. such consultations. These actiqities, too, were a part of the

general field support activities. . - . N

2.4.2.2 Quality Check Aétivities.

In Year 11, .a probability sample of 40. schools was selected for a

«

quality c;heck.l Schools were §'elected from all three age classeé_ to contin~

uously monitor the activities of the field staff. The purposeé of the

quality check was to ascertain the quality of the Natioffal Assessment data

being collected bys RTI and 1€; .subcontractor, Yestinghouse DataScore Systems.

™

More specif"ically,‘ quality check activities were conducted to detgrm‘ine:

. (
(1) The accuracy of field staff transfer of student identifying data-
from the Student Listing Forms (SLFs) to completed packages;

[ (2) The extent to which prescribed procedures had been employed in
administering packages;

@(3) The extent to \Jhi;’;h SLFs had .been completed for all eligible
~. students enrolled 49n sample schools prior to sample selection.

] o T

s

A
Ll
g
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The quality check sample was designed to pgovide:

(1) At least -one school 'per age class for each District Supervisor; 4

-

' (2) ‘A ratio estimate of<the completeness of the student sampling
_frame across all age classes.

M acan |

3) _An estimate of the variance of the ratio estimate in item 2.

. . above.
g ‘ , .
A final Teport summarizing Year 1l quality check activities was prepared
r\ [ N - N
.a - and delivered to National Assessmenf\i&\zftobe 1980 [7].
- : 2.5 Weiéht Computation \ ‘
U School and package weights adjusted for nonresponse for each age class

were coq?ﬁted. School weights are appéop;jate for weighting background
data coliected fro; all students in a school. *ﬁagkage weights along with
E ‘student response data provide ratio estimates of the population members wh;
) respond in alternative ways to Nalional Assessment exercises. School and
' ) - ——
. 1 p;ckage weights were\;omputed as the reciprocils of appropriate selection-
pro£abii£ies. The weights are computed using formulas and nonresponse
adjustménts previously approved by National Assessment staff.

Following the assessment of each age class, a tape conta1n1ng student

sample sizes by package was recéived from West1nghouse DataScore Systems.

P
v

Student sample sizes recorded from the School Worksheets were reconciled.
T
G

Tapes contaiﬁing the'sample weighté for each age class were mailed to-
DataScore where the weights were merged with the .xesponse data. Copies of
the merged dé&a tape were sent ta Natiopal Assessment for analysis purposes
-and ‘to RTI for efficiency studies.

At the same time that the respect1ve we1ght tape for each age class
! was ma#ied-to DataScore, inter;ediatc documentation was mailed to NAEP for

review. The intermediate documentation included weight sums, weight distri-

1
l butions by magnitude of weight, and explanations for atypically small and
o (A . '

IERJ!:‘ large weights.

- - . w b‘ 4 . , . '
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Package and school weights are discussed in greater detail in .the

. o

sections which follow. The formulas used to compute package and school

weights are reviewed in sections 2.5.1 through 2.5.4. The weiéht'computa- ’

N~

tion software is documented in section 2.5.5. In sectiom 2.5.6, the resul-

tant weights are summarized-agd compared with known population totals for

’ ’ -~ N —

an assessment of the accuracy of the sample.

2.5.1 Regular Assessment Package Weights aQA Nonresponse Adjustments.
_ Weights for 9-, 13-, and 17-year-olds assessed in the regular in-school
assessment were camputed for Year 11 following procedures similar to those"
employed in previous years: ~

waij’ the weights for package-o administered. in school-% to siudpnt-j,

is defined as 'thé::inverse of Paij’ the brobapility that stpdent-j in

school-i is selected to take package-a, multiplied by appropriate adjust-

ments for student, school, and PSU nonresponse. The weights can be

expressed as

A, n_. ,17///

L= 1 LY
. waij - Pois n' ’
J ai
7 - ' )
where R N,
/'r { N - 3
_,/ i : . -
w - VW .i= the weight-for package-a administered\to
/ aij : : . -
3, e student j of school-ij; ‘
- - -
[
P Hi= the probability of selecting student-j of
. ‘ﬁiﬁf school-i for packége-a;
ng = the mnumber of students'selected for school-i

for package-a;

n&i = the number of respondents to package-a from -
school-i; , )
Ai = the combined adjustment factor for school and

PSU nonresponse,




~ T T

[

D

is computed in one of two ways depending on whether school-i is a

%

Paij

standby or nonstandby school. ’In the following discussion,

Pi $ - the probability that school-i is in the sample = P(PSU)
x P(school-i}PSU);
L = the planned student sample size for package-a in school-i;
Ri = the numbér of eligible stﬁdents in school-i; = -
Gi E the number of group packages assigned to school-%g
( . N = total number of administrations per replicaie for Age

Classes 1, 2, and 3 and wefe 11, 15, and 14, respgctively.

If school-i is a standby school, théﬁf‘\
. 1 Min [nai’ Ri]
Pui' = B ¥ R !
J / i

where Pi is the probability that school-i was in the sample; % is the

R

probability that group standby package-a was assigned to school-i; and
Min [néi’ Ri]/Ri'is the prgbability that a particular student in school-i

was selected to complete assessment package-a. The quantity Min[nai, Ri]

refers to the minimum of thé planned sample size for package-a in school-i

>

or the number of eligible students in school-i.

.

1f school~i is  a ‘nonstandby school, then

. n. G, P, - .
P = a1l 1 1 v
aij N Ri )

2.5.2 Regular Assessment Sch;ol nggéps and Nonresponse Adjustments
ishool weights for 9-year-olds, 13-year-olds, and regular assessment
{7-ye;r-61ds were computed‘for Year 11 following previously defined proce-
dures. School weights are appropriate for weighting data collected from

all students assessed, such as Background Questionmnaire data. These school

weights can be expr?ssed as
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ool and PSU nonresponse;

= P(PSU) x .

R~
i i
5 - P, m ° ‘ ‘
o i M - N
where
Ai = the combined adjustment factor for sch
Pi = the probability of selecting school-i
P(school-i|PSU);
R, = thé'ﬁumber of eligible students in school-i;
m, = the number of respondents in SChgol-i.

The value m, was computed as

Gi
a = 3> n'. ,
1 R al
agl

>,

F

where G 'is the number of group packages assigned to school-i and n&i is

fhe number of respondents to package-a from school i.

* N

The combined adgustment factor, Ai’ for school and PSU nonresponse was

calculgted as

. R, . .
3 > - : .
APy . . ' 1if m, > o,
A, = S and I, = .
Ri . t 0 otherwise.
i, P, . .

In computing, the subscrlpt -i indexes all samp}e schools in the PSU. These

formulas and specific nonresponse adjustment procedures are deta11ed in a

working paper [2]. .

2.5.3. Followup Assessment Package Weights *and

Nonresponse Adjustments

A nonrespondent followup assessment of Year 11 Age Class 3 was con-

ducted in March and April of 1980. Basically, the followup procedures

<4

consisted of returning to all 17-year-old sample schools achieving 'less
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T = M

-
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e
than a 75 pe€cent student response rate on a day following regular assess-

ment. One or two packages for each Class 3 school had been designated as

,fqllowub packages using probability saPpling procedures. When the District

Supervisor returned- to the school, he administered the designated packages

to dil selected students who were located and had not been previously
assessed. - ‘ .. !

Development of weighting methodology- for 'ﬁollohup respondents 1is

documented elsewhere [3]; this section formulates. the weighting procedures

4
-

. J S
associated with the Year 1] in-schoql‘gonrespondent followup assessment of
| : .

17-year-old students. /S
For initial respondents (students who participated without followup

contact) in followup schéols, package weights were computed as
A o s T D

P .. Fai(c) = o1ij Fai(c) ! 2
’ ) . ~" ' 'I-

Caij
where Fai(c) is a weighting class nonresponse adjustment factor described
. . 4 T

L 4

later in this section.

The weight formulation which follows is applicable only to respondents
who did not initially participate in followup sthools. Since there were 14

distinct® group packages administered to 17-year-olds, the weight for follow-

up package-a adginistered 4n school-i to student-j is
' F

5i Ef El Ei: F n = WF F \ ;
Pi ~.G£ K, nzi' ai(ci) . aij “ai(c) :
w?ere .
B P E?i;ﬁiﬁ?ﬁﬁéﬁ’;’.“ selectiag school-i = P(PSU) x -
R, .=
Ki = the total number of students selected for group package

-7 administration in schoql-i, namely,




. e
R

< i ’ -
aQ X = 2% n
p i . © agqg ai O} <
’\ 7 '
G:. = the —oumber of regular Packages assigned to s%hool-z. '
’ Gf = the '::v.umber of f0110!~rup Packagey assi&ned\o school“-i' |
Ri o= t3e —umber of eligible Students j, school-i;
nF. = the —umber of followup Studentg assigned t, Package-q
. o ia sc:hool-i; :
Rf = tae mumber of eligible followup Studentg jp school-j .
The value R‘f By be computeg as ’
- !
- oF G,
- - ]
i z (nai (u)
A ’ l
- Weighting clas:s Donregponge adjustmenty are* based o Computing the

R of weights d

W n
- igc aij ai
al (C) c ! 'F ’
. 2 ‘fju ai * 2 “’fij B ‘

g F
most 40. The numbers B 2ad i
oumbers of followup studentg selected and a :
requ‘ired to sl#s\an'zple to 40, -
| The/;eeighting class-c fo, Package

\ + where Package-a yas adminiétered. ’

Y \
\.’1 . . - . ‘ . w ~ 7 61/




v considered based on region, size of“‘co}n{nuﬂit&, and region by size of commun-
r ity. All subsets were rejected because no subset contained at least 2
schools where followup was planned to be conducted.
[ - 5.4 Followup Assessmént School Weights y
r ° 2.5.4.1 Initial School Weights
» Initial sdhool weights were formed by removing the number of respond-
r ’ ..
‘ : ents from the regular school weight and substituting the number of students
r selected, i.e., . :
i ) -
- m,
‘ st = 5. 2
[ i . i Ki 5
'Jl ' = =
,’-' The value Ki is the number of students selected from school-i and is
‘ ' _computed.as ‘ e
, . ’ %G. ., ! ’
' K. = 2t o, ,
i , .ol
. (1§55 . ’ .
' wvhere ¥y i’s the number of studeats selected from school-i for package-a.
The comparable.nonresponse adjustment is R
A K. » -
i 1 .
. _ ., .
' o, + m}.‘ )
i i
F = ' . .. F .
where m, is the number of followup respondentsain school-i; m, is the sum
+ . ' ’ IF ’ . »
of B‘]ai over all followup packages; and . Was previously obtained by
v dividing the actual number of followup students assessed by the sampling
. : - L ) L )
{ ~- nt&zal required to subsample to 40. The nonresponse adjustment is
I . appli‘ed to the initial school weight to obtain ) - o
N Ly : Q_‘ a\?’
i AR m K ' m
v ' 1A _ i i _ i ‘
. t 1 i m, +m, m, +m
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2.5.4.2 .Followup School Weights

The.folldwup school weight can be expressed as

A, R, RE A, R, m,
gF - i i 4 _ i i . g i . vl
i P. K, F P. K, i K. i
i i Ri i i i . ;

where RE = the nﬁmber of eligible followup students in school-i. - Thus,

A

the nonresponse adjusted followup school weight is

< R, K. A, R. m,
SEA i i i i i SIA

A
1
P.
i i m., + m, D1 m, + m, m, + m,
i i i i i i

2.5.5 Documentation of Weight Computer Software.
I -’
?ackage weights and school weights were cdlculated for each school

that participated in National Assessment. Extensive editing of the input

data preceded the wgight calculatﬁons. Data obt;ined at the time of.ESb
definition and selection were brought together with data collected fhrough-
out the assessment year to produce the weight files; the sources of data
ranged from school principals to Census files. The large volume of data

processed during an assessment year required that efficiency and ease of

use be prime considerations in file construction and data handling proke~

dures. The calculation of weights and the production of the weight tiee

were the final steps in the process.

‘ 2.5.5.1 Master File Structure and Content. .

»

. » N - i \‘
* The mgster file contains datja for all schools and districts selected
. »

for Year 11. There is a single record for every unique school and district

record for every unique district in the sample. The master file is basi-
L) R - ’
cally a name and address file; however, some additional information 1is

contained on the school records for each age class in which the school is

to participate.

-
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Machine readable tables were prepared describing the variables on fhe'“A'

school and districgrrecérds, the positions of the variables on the records,

W
and the léhgt‘ of each variable. The tables are used as input to subrou-

tines which ré€ad and update the data in the mastexr file as requested.

A district or random access method of proéedding the master file is

t

used; therefore, directories containing pointers to the various records are

-

required. The directory of PSUs has pointers to the various PSU direc-
tories, and the directory for a single PSU has pointers to the data records

for the schools and districts in the PSU.
}

' 2.5.5.2 Data Preparation ‘ -

A ]
In preparation for the computatién of weights, data must be~drawn
. ¢

together from several, different sources. The data®sources are elaborated

in the sections which follow. Data were collected from the field and

generated in machine readable form at RTI througﬁout the assessment year.

When the assessment for each age class was completed, data were sent to RTI

- ~

‘from DataScore for reconciliation. N

‘ -
2.5.5.2.1 Principal's Questionnaire, Package Assignment, and School

- -

Worksheet Data Files

& .
.Principal's Questionnaire data were'collected from the school‘princi-

6 pals for every participatingﬁschool and recorded on a disk file as input to

the 'package assignment and weight programs. The data were ediied for

" consistency, and“\validity checks were ‘berformeé where (appropriaté: An

example of the Principal’s Questionnaire is included as appendix A.

< c

A record was generated by the package assignment’ program for every
\

participatihg school. This record contained the package nugpers which were

to be.administercd in the school at the time of assessment. Upon comple-
L 4

« tion of -assessment in a school, th%\D}strict Supervisor filled in’and
Y E :

-

.

=~
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returned to R¥I a copy of the Schgal Worksheet; an example of the School

_ Worksheet is included as appendix B. The data entered were as follows:
(A) Package numbers for paékaées administered; "

(B) Planned and actual package sample size; : !

(C) Total number of eligible students in the school;

]
- (D) Number of . students -identified by the school as non-English
. speaking, emotionally or mentally retarded, or functionally
disabled; :
‘ i ]
(E) Number of nonreaders;
. ' ~ \
(F) Number of Student Listing Forms (SLF).
b -

A disk file was created céhtaining the informatjon extracted from th;
School Worksheet. The allocation of packages indicated on the School

Worksheet file .was tompared with the assignment generated by the package

ot

h3

assfgnﬁent prqiram; inconsistencies were resolved. Consisténcy chgcks were

j;!so performed| on the number of sample students.
1. 4 ’ r ' /
2.5j?.2.2 Data Frpm DataScore. ! i

-~

Data tapes containing the sample size Lﬁ;ﬁbrdbd by DataScore were
received at RTI. - The 13-, 9-,~ and 17-year-old tapes ;ere' received on
"February 26, April 7; and June 23, 1980, fbspectively.' DataScore's data

. ?apes were compared with RTI's échool Worksheet data files for consistency;

discrepancies wexe cotrected as appropriate. *

L]

2.5.5.2.3 ﬁonrcsponse Adjustments for Lost Packa;gi.

.Wﬁgn a package was assigned te a school in which age class eligibles
wvere present bué no packag;s were administered, th€ package was considered
lost. * An adjustment for the 168t package was mad; to the package weight )
fog thft p;ckage in another school wg;re the paékage was admipistered.’ The

adjustment was made to. the aﬁiropriate package weight in another school in

&-73 -
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the sape P<T ,or to a 8Ch001 in another PSU. Specific compq&;;lonal pro-

cedures for azking these nonresponse adJustments arefﬁbcumented elsewhere
’

[2). '

~
L4

2.5.5.2.3.1 Input.

Input reqnirqﬁ for the computation of nonresponse adjustments for lost

packages included the master file, the tables 'and directories needed.for

processing the master file, the package assignment data, the School Work-

sheet data,iand a table of PSU selection probabilities.

) e
2 5.5.2.3.2 OQutput.

The: output from thes computation of the nonresponse adjustments was a

file of variable length records containing the PSU number, the package
numSer, and the adjustment for each packaée where appropriate. ‘I; addi-
° ¢

tion, a table was, printed listing component parts for each adjustment

-
factor,

Y -2.5.5.3 Weight Computations. ‘
. . .

A package weight was computed for all packages whizh were admini-

stered; a school weight was computed if a school had at least.oﬁe respon-
.deat. Calcylation of the weights took place after all basic editing of the

input data had been completed; in addition, a final edit was performed‘at

-

the time the weights were calculated.

2.5.5.3.1 Input. ,

)

Thg computation of weights required: (1) Principal's Questio‘ﬁaire

data, (2) package assignment data) (3) School Worksheet dat#} (4) the

master file along with its associated tables and directories, (5) PSU

seleotion probabilities, .and (6) nonresponse adjustments’when necessary.

2:5.5.3.2 Output.

Ld

The primary output of the weight computation procedure- was the prelim-

inary weight file containing one retord for each package administered. A
. . 5 . l,."

i ‘2

L]
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) ~Hr
summary of the weight calculations and selected data items for a school
were print.ed by PSU. ]’*In addition, any errors that were detected in the
data were indicated in a printout. Alse, a list of refusal schools was
printed so that a final chEck' could be made as to wlfether appropriate

nonresponse adjustments had been made.

s

2.5.5.4 Weight Distributions
- -
Once the preliminary weight file had been generated containing a

package and school weight for each record, a subfile of school weights was
produced containing one record for each school in which a package was

administered. Each of these files was used as input to the weight distribu-

tion program.

2.5.5.4.1 Purpose

The ordered listing of weights by package provided a means of easily

-

4 ‘ .
.spotting large and small weights. Statistics such as sample size, mean,

standard deé'iation\, etc., were computed for each package.

2.5.5.4.2 Procedure . . '

The f£ile was sorted by Package and magnitude of weight before it was
used as input‘ to. the wei-ggt distribution program. Sums of weights and
numbers of respondents were c.alculated for use in coml;uting the required
statistics. A pridtout by package wad\ produced with the following items
listed for e'ilch:sc.hool:.. (1) PSU number, (2) school number, (3) number of

respondents, (4) package weights, and (5) indication of standby status.

Statistics and a frequency distribution =were printed for each package.

5

2.5.5.5 Final Weight File
At this point ~t{he repaining updates to data on the weight record were
made. Errors detecte\\ during thﬁ calculation of the weights and generation
. Y Al

of the preliminary weight file as well as errors detected in the weight

- . - -

‘\ N ‘l'.J
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1 . !
distributions were corrected. Once these changes had been made the result-

S

ing file constituted the final weight file.

2.5.5.6 Data Distribution

( , )
Principah's Qﬁéstfonnaire file, the School Worksheet file, and the final

-

!j RTI maintains two copies on tape of the package assignment file, the
K‘,

weight file. 1In addition, a tape of the final weight file for each age
{: class was mailed to DataScore. Dat;Score ’fhen merged//the weight and
. regéonse data tapes. A copy of the final merged tape was ;ailed to National
{J ) Assessment staff. Weight tapes for 13-, 9-, and 17-yearjb14§>were mailed
to DataScare ;n April 9, April 29, and August 15, 1980,,resp;ctive1y. The

format for the Year 11 weight tape is included as appgndix C.

2.5.6 Weight Computation Results ’ N~
Tables 2-15 through 2-19 summarize the sample siZes for, the packages
at each age class. They also list the sum of the weights for each package,

the average weight, the standard deviation, and the minimum and- maximum

-

4
weight for each package. Seventeen-year-old summaries are Miclyded for

s
-~

, ’ ; 3
regular, initial, and followup respondents. ‘In each tase, the classifica-
tion is for all schools and for standby schools only. The sum of the
weightg for the "all school” classification for each package is an estimate

of the target population for each age class. An average of these weight

1
sums represents another estimate- of the target population. Similarly for
.

L]

the standby schools, the sum of weights for each.package is an-estimate of

the target population in standby schools. Taking an average. of these
] R -

separate estimates yields an estimate of the target population in sfandby

schools. These estimates are summarized in table 2-20. Since the popula-

tion and sample percentages in_tabie 2-20 are relatively close, the sample

1Y

{ , appears to represent students from standby ‘schools in proportion to but
A ] A
i

v O 3. | slightly lower than the popﬁlation proportions.
ERIC -
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Table 2-15. Summary of "9-year-'-old package weights in Year 11

«
A

o
£
[+
3
-

. ALL SCHOOLS ¢ 8 e s et 9 0 ¢ & ¢ ¢ o ¢ ¢ ¢ o ¢ o STANDBY SCHOILS t 4 & & & & o &
/ : .
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e - fTable 2-16., Summary of 13-year-old package we ghts in Year 11
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‘ < N
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Table 2-17. Summary

af 17-year-old regular responsdent package weights in Year 11
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Teble 2-19. Summary of 17-year-old followup respondent package weights in Year 11
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Table Z—ZJXNCompatison of population and sample percentages
in standby schools by age class
<« -
| y Population ' _ Sample
Aveiége weight-sum ‘percenthge Sample respondents percentage
All Standby in standby All Standby in standby
Category schools schools schools schools schools schools
9-year-olds Co 3,339,332 41,544 1.2% 29,103 146 0.5%
13-yeat-olds 3,298,143 61,794 1.9% 41,574 196 0.5%
17-year-olds 1,957,038 120,244 1.0% 22,529 110 0.5%
© regular respondeats . .
oL ) ! B . : 1
17-year-olds © 1,029,567 . 371 0.0% 11,085 R 0.0%
initial respondents . " - .
. ) \ 4 ’ ~ *
17-year-olds a 244,305 - 7 201 , 0.1%- 4,495 1 0.0%
followup respondents , , n '
- ‘ . 1
*/r’ . Al N . ‘
Less than 0.05%. . =
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The actual sampl nned samplé sizes are

e sizes compared with the pla

rences between planned and actual

reported in Table 2-21. rqentage d1ffe

‘the pl#nned ¢

rceht below to 12 percent above
[

sample sizes varied from & e

sample size.

L4 ‘ v

Tables 2-22 through 2-26 present frequency distribution of package [
weights py size of weight for all schools. Separate’tables are presented |
s and for 17-year-old initial i

,-and 17-year-old regular respondent

for each package are D

for 9-,7113-
The entries umbers of

respondents for “the pa‘kage Whgﬁf weights .fell wié?in the specified range.
3 .‘gh ; . i

e distributions for respondents 4

‘and folljwup respondents.

Tables 2-27 through 2- 31 show Ea@parabl
All package we1ghts in exce

4 in TabTes 2-23, 2-33, | a

ss of 7,000 -

™~

selected from standby schools only.

and all package weights less than 100 are documente

s of 600 and all school we1ghts less /

and 2-34. All school wgighps in exces

A ) .
, ‘ than 10 are also documented in these tables. ¢
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Table 2-21, Summary of planned and actual sample s}izj'in Year 11 pf National Assessment

.Wm,‘

. . '%‘

- i ¢ 4
- ) Age 9 M Age 13 g Age 17 “
Planned Actual’ Planned Actual Planned Actual Y
Package sa@ple sapple 'Percent-* sa@ple sawple { _Percent * sanle sample _Percent "
number size size. difference size. size difference size size difference
" 01 2592 2609 +1% - 2592 ’ 2786 +7% 2592 2584 -0%
02 2592 2673 +3% 2592 2785 +7% 2592 2545 -2% -
03 2592 2613 +1% 2592 2766 £79 2592 2580 -0%
04 2592 2648 +2% 2592 2759 . +6% 2592 .' 2546 =2%
05 2592 2627 1% 2592 2712 +5% 2592 2608 +19%
ié;;, 06 . 2592 2620 +1% ‘ZSQE -‘%760 +6% . 5592 — 2588 -0% ‘
- 07 2592 2667 +3% 2592 2734 “45% o 2997 . 2579 e
08 2592 2665 +3% 2592 2719 +5% 2592 2611 +1% .
S tpg T o2s92 - 2650 < -2k js92 2857 *10% 2592 . 2502 -3% -
10 2592 < 2711 +5% ¢ 2592 2731 ;51 '259 i 2523 -3%
11 2592 2620. +1% 2-592 : 27_42.( +6% 2502 - 2578 -1% ,
12 NA NA - NA . 2592 2749 +6% 2592 - 2595 +0%
13 _NA NA NA 2592 2786w  *7% O s 263 +2%
16~ ~NA NA NA -~~——~»~~[~2592' - 2772 +7% 2592 2633 - 42% -
15 NA NA NA 2592 ¢ 2916 +12% 4 NA NA NA
PRI T ’ " - \
(Actuél saméle.size - Planned sample gize)/Planned sample size.
. . ' : . < ’ ¢
: . - Z . N
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Table. 2-22. Frequency distribution in number of respondents for 9-year-old package weights in all Year 11 schools -
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Table 2-23. E"requency distribution in number of respondents for 13-year-old package weights in all Year 11 schools
| ) - . ,
PACKArE { 0, 100, 500, 1000,e 150040 2000,* ° 250q s 3000, 4000Je 5000, 6000,° 7000,
NUHBE? ° -
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‘ . \\/
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' ‘Table 2-29. Frequency distribution in number of respondents for 17 YEaI'lOl . .
regular respondent package weights in Year ‘11 standby schoo s .
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Table 2-24, Frequency distrib?tion'in mm;kr of respondents for, 17-year~qld
tegular respondent package weights in all Year 11 schools ‘
1
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Frequency distribution in n
respondemt package weights

umber of respondents f
in ‘all Year 11 schools

qg';]-yearfbld followup
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Table 2-27. Frequency distributioﬁ in number of respondents_for 9-year-old:

1
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package weights (Year ‘11 standby schools
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Table 2-28. Frequency distribution in number of respoﬁden;s for 13-year-old

package weights in Year 11 standby schools
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Table 2-31. Frequency distribution in number of respondents for }’I-year—old follewup respondent packag
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Explanation for small and large package and school weights for 13-y‘ea?:-olcfs in Year, 11 |
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Exptanatuihons ’br small and' large package and school weights for 17-year-olds in Year 11
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Explanations for small and large package and school weights for 17
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2 @

-year~olds in Year 11
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Tables 2-35 through 2-38 are frequency d1str1but10ns of school we1ghts
\

in gumber of tespondents for all séﬁbols and standby schools. Classifica-
‘tion is by 9-, 13-, ahd 17-year-old re;ular respondents and by 17-year-old
initial and!»follorup‘ respondents. The toéai numbers of respondents for
these classifications according to tables 2-35 through 2-38 were, respect-

ively, 29,103, 41,574, 22,529, and 13,580. These totals agree .with the

<+

' samPle size totals in table 2-20. All schodl weights in excess of 600 and

all school weights less” than 10 are documented in tables 2-32, 2-33 and

»

2-34. The sums of school weights for the age classes are “summarized in
table 2-39. These figures were extracted from tables 2-35 through 2-38.

The figure in each case is an estimate of the age class target population.
[

It can be seen from this table that the weighés estimated 103, 97, and'96

percent of the 9-, 13-, and 17-year-old target population, respectively,

esfimated from Census data.

&,

~The proportion correct responses to NAEP exercise-k can be estimated

as
”
Sak v a ik X
¢ b3 aijk aijk
, P = i=1 - i=1 : .
. k 3 ’
- ak n’ >
1;1 aijk Tatk
‘A
where ) v . , .

A

= the number of students in school-} taking exercise-k in
odik : .
package-a; - . .

4
¢
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Table 2-35. .Year 11 school wéights for 9-yeaf—olds

STAYISTICS RESCARCH DIVISION RESEARCH TRIANGLE IMSTITUIE (DISTSCHL) ?A(:ak

/ >
SaCKAGE 01 '
TOHL' N=COUNT N 29103 rTDHL N=-COUNT

[y

SuUP OF WEIGHTS = 1139132, 1 SU4 OF WEIGHTS
AVERAGE VFIGHT <115, AVERAGE WCIGHT
STIEIARD JEVIAFION 85,38 . STANDARD JIVIATION

~ SuURr OF SQURED VEIGHTS SJM OF SQUAKED WEISHTS
S5 '1PR1N., ’

3
ofSIak EFFECT 5832 DISIGN EF*ICT
~

y

- '
FREGUUL NCY DIS!RIILI.:YIUHS FREQUENCY DISTRIRUTIONS

0. - 9. ' 0. 7,
- )

19, - 1. ‘9,
50.a 29, - 50, ag,
170. 149,

150, 199,

260. 249.

250. 299,

300.  39e, £25

430, 499, MERLY:

S04 - TGS N CIs6

600, 36
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Table 2-36.
STATISTICS RESEARCH

TOTAL NCOUNT
SUWDF WEIGHTS
AVERAGE WEIGHT ,
STANDARD DEVIATION

SUn OF SQUARED WEJGHTS

ODESIGN EFFECT

Year 11 school weights for 13-yeat-olds

DIVISION |

41574
3298143,
LT,
W,87

352969898
143490

FREQUENCY DYSTRIBUTIONS

0, . = 9,
10, =) a9,
55, = 99,

100, = 149,
150, * 199,
200, =
250, =
300, o 399,
q00, = 399,
S00, o . S99,

600, ¢

8750
24452
6493
87y’
434
335
235

REsEAnQH TRIANGLE INSTERTUTE ?BISTSCHL) PAGE
TOTAL NeCOUNY s 196
SUM OF WEIGHTS E 61794,
AVERAGE WEIGHT s 3s,
STANDARD DEVIATION ] 151,26

» SUM OF SQUARED WEIGHTS &
23943499,
“-DESIGN EFFECT & 1,2290
FREQUENCY DESTRIBUTIONS )
0, » 9% 0
10, e as, 0
S0, e 99, 24
100, 149, 15 -
150, o 199, 6.
200, = 249, 14
25D, 299! 15
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500, « ‘599. 15
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IB2187 80 17:287 1 STATLSVICS ACSEARCH DIVISION
nC“thk. ‘4 ¥
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.. e R . i . . o .
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¢ o .
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Year 11 schools weights for 17-year-old regular %espondents
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Table 2-38. Year 11 school weights for'l7-year-old initial and followup respondents

T 3 .
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Table 2-39. Proportion of target population e

’ stimated
. by Year 11 sample’ )
»
( -~ \ ' » L)
¢ .;?\ ¥T-year-old
regular,
. initial
’ and followup
9-year-of‘f 13-year-olds respondents
1970 Censfis estimate of x 3,458,333\\/ 3,639,614 3,982,310
total p4pulation . .
Proportion of age class .99 ’ .99 .90
enrolled in school ’
Proportion of age class enrolled .99 .98 .98
who are in grades surveyed : ‘
*

Proportion NAEP-eligible .96 .96 4 . .96
Taréet population eéiimatg 3,253,932 3,389,907 3,371,902
from Census data ¢ ] ) . )
Target populition estimate® - 3,339,332 3,298,143 3,230,910

from school weights
Propjortion of target pop&iation 1.03 .97 .96
estimated by sample ’ P .
7
€stimated from Year 09 data. - .
¢ i s
g
.‘ =
‘.
' ’
!
,// ~
-~ 1 )~
~u

-
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0, otherwise;

the weight for the package-a containing exercise-k
administered in school-i to student-j;

) ’
sak the total number of schools where the package-a
containing exercise-k was administered.

>

The effect of unequal weighting on the variance of NAEP estimatéé\///

can bé’ approximated by the following ratio:

\ ; S .
ak
‘3 wz

L}
€1 "aijk Zaik

.~

v, n'.
i=1 aijk “aik

o~

where n is the package sample size, i.e.,

\k sak‘
= I n',
i=1 oik

' . . . \
This statistic approximates the unequal weighting effect of th€ NEAP design
as compared to a self-@eigh;ing sample. Ideally, the- ratio should be

1.0000. Tablerz-lt_OA lists this ratio «for eaq:h'.“package at each age class.

The ratio ranges .from 1.1612 to 1.9014. .T}‘g)average ratio. is 1.5415,

. ‘ > {
1.3634, ,and 1.47{3\fif:9-’ 13-, and 17-year-olds; respectively.

\]

’




Table 2-40.

to self-weighting sample

»

-

Unequal wezghting effect of NAEP desigﬁ-COmpared'

F,

< 9-year-olds {’r

M
7 T\

4

) 13-“eai-olds‘

Package number

Ratio

s

‘Package number

Ratio

. .

1711ear-ofds

\

Li

Package number

Ratio

01

02

03

04 ~
05

06

07

08

09

10

11

‘ 1
Average -

-

.6621
.4970
.4598
.5649
.4238
.5282
.3968
.6942
.9014
.3703
4575

4

1.5425

. !

01
02
03
04
05
06
07
08
09
10
11
+ 12
13
14
15

Average .

.3458
.5242
.3235
.3978
.3473
.2955
.3361
.3587

.4808
.4556
.2700
.2802
.3425
.2692

1.3634

pd Pk pd pd pud e ped pad pd pd pd pd ped pd ped

L6246

01
02
03
04
05
06
07
08
09
10 .
11-

12
13
14

Avérage

-

1.7596
1.8585
1.7291
1.3393
1.2016
1.1718,
1.7271
1.2764
1.3022
1.7802
1.4416
1.2315
1.1612
1.7031
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2. 6 DOC, TOC, and STOC Classification of Schools g -

> i &
Natzonal Assessment reports results by the following seven. size apd

type of community (STOC) categories: extreme rural, low metropolitan, high
metropolitan, main big cit?, urban fringe, medium city, and small places.
These categories are defined in Table 2-41. Assignment of NAEP respondents -

to STOC categories is a form of poststratification by school based on (1)
- . ) i
size apd .location of place as determined from Census data, maps, and ZIP

c

code information, and (2) estimated percentage distributions of students by o

location of Homie community ahd parental occupation category. In the determi-

>

nation ef STOC categories, sample schools were first classified b} derived

\ " .

size of community (DOC), a set of four categories based on size of place
F 4 .

anq location with respect to urbanized areas of large cities. In order to

identify sehools in the three extreme fypes of community, each school wds

<

assigned to one of four TOC categgries. The STOC classifications were made

. . . .
by considering the DOC and TOC classifications together. Detailed descrip-.

I'd
= m—

ti?n of procedures for determining DOC, TOC, and STOC classifications

follow in section 2.6.1 through 2.6.5. Results of the DOC, TOC, and STOC

n

classification are reported sebarately by age class in section 2.6.6.

2.6.1 pot : e

The following definitidéns of DOG\were used in Year 11:

Code - Class Li;its
1. Big City (BC) ¢ Within the city limits of a city with
- populatzon! greater than or equal to

200,000; withln the city limits of' one
of two or more central cities of an
urbanized area (UA) with combined popula-
tion greater than or equal to 200,000. ,

2/}’ ‘Wrban Fringe Outside the city 'limits but within the
‘ UA of a Big 'City (BC).

¢ . s o
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, o c
Table 2-41, Natiqnal Assessment size'add type’ of *
communjty (STOC) reporting categories

_ 4§&ze,and type of .
- community €STOC) Reporting

-

- categories category Desciigtion'

l . -
1 Extreme rural Sample schools ot;‘segmentsT in comminities
: with a population less than 10,000 and in
the 90-99th percentiles of the extreme
rural index. ’

Sample schools or se;hents in a cityTT or
the urbanized area of a gity with a popula-
tion greater than 200,000 and in the 90- -
ke 99th percentiles of the low metro index.

2 . Low metro

3 High metro .- Sample schools or segments in a city or the
" _urbanized area of a city with a population
greater than 200,000 and in the 90-99th
pecentiles of tgg high metro index.

, 4 Main big city . Sample|schools or segments within-the city
- . , limity/ of a city with a population greater
' than 200,000 and not classified as high
metro or low metro.

5 ° Urbﬁn fringe Sample schools or segments in the urbanized
area of a big city byt outside the city
limits and not classified as low métro or
high metro.

6 Medium city ° Sample' schools or segments in a city with
' ’ a population between 25,000 and 200,000
j . ‘ not located ip the urbanized area of a
. ‘ big city. + -~

- Small place Sample schools or segments in a community
© with a population less than 25,000 not
located in the urbanized area of a big
. . city or classified as extreme rural.

. . {
Portions oftfhis table excerpted from General Information Yearbook,.National
+ Assessment of Educational Progress, Report No. 03/04-GIY. December 1974.

) ot

t ’ : -

The segments mentioned’here relate to area segments from the household samples
of young adults conducted im Year 01 through 05 and Year 08. -

rt In this table the term "city" can also mean twin or triplet central cities of
- an urbanized area. . . )

' 1o

*
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Medium City (MC) W1th1n the 'city limits of a place with
| total population greater tham or equal
to 25,000 but less than 200, 000; this

, place must ' not be in the UA of a BC.
Small Place (SP) Open country or a place with a total
\ population less than 25,000; this place
q must not be in the UA of a BC.

»

2.6.2 TOC

TOC codes were assigned on the bagis of percentage distributions

obtaxned’from Pr1nc1pa1 s Questlonnalre data, together withsconsideration’

of the DOC codes already assxgned An example df a Prim€ipal's Questionnaire

[N

is includeq as Appendix A.

Answers ‘to Question 2 of the Principal's Questionnaire for each age

,

class provided principal's estimatef of the "prop'ortions of the students
4 0

living in each of three size-of-community categories:
/ . .

Code Descrigtion

A In a rural area (a total population.of less than 2,500). ‘..
B In a place with a population of 2,500 to 10,000.
= ' C In a Place with a population of over 10,000. ’
Replxel to Question 3 gave the princxpals"estinates of percegtages ’
of parents in each of six occupation categories:
. Code ) Description
‘A Profe:lioual or managerial perso;nel .
/ Sales, clerical, technical, or s&illed workerl
Factory or other blue collar workers.
Farm ;ork;;s. ’ :

'Not regularly employed.

On welfare.
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For each of the three age groﬁbs, the following procedure was used to

assign schools to the four TOC categories: :

2.6.2.1 Extreme'Rural - Toc 1. ,Each .school_ was assigded a rural

index. based on occupation percentages, DOC code, and size of community.

A

letters represent the percentages coded from question 3.of

- The index was calculated by the use of the.formula [D -Z + 2A)]; the
e

Principal’s

Qué%tionnaire; hfgh values of this index result from relativeiy high.gercent-

ages: of persons employed in agriculture and relatively low percentages in
-~

professional, managerial, and blue gp{&ar jobs .subject to the conmstraints

\ T
that

(A) the :éhool had to be DOC 4;

(B) the percentage farm workers had to be nonzero (Question 3, cate-
g8ory D on the Principal's Questionnaire);

/ (C) the size-of-community percentages had to be nonzero for rural
areas and 2zero for all other categories ‘except small town
(Question 2, categorjes A and B, respectively, on the Principal's
Questionnaire). ’ ' .

Schools not‘qualifying were al;igned indices of (-200). Schools were
then arrayed in descénding order of rural index with cumulatiﬁe_sample
‘sizes recordeq! and schools included in the first 10 percent of total
sample size were‘alligned a TOC code of 1.

-

2.6.2.2 Extreme Inner City - TOC 2. The same method used for TOC 1

vas used for TOC 2, with the formula (E + F - A) providing high inner city
indé; values for_!ggpoll with relatively high percentages unemployed and on
welffre' and relatively low percentages in érofessional and m{nagerial
occup’tionlz Th; only constraint was that the school had to be in ‘either

DOC category 1 or 2. )

2.6.2.3 Extreme Affluent Suburb - TOC 3. The method and constraint’

used were the same as for TOC 2, with the formula [A - (C +D + E + F)])

“ R .1()0

u~ , ‘< - ‘
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[

Percentages of blue collar workers, agricultural workers, Unemployed

<

persans s and welfare recipients.

2.6.2.4 Others - TOC 4. a1l schools not assigned to Categories 1, 2,

or 3 were Classified a4 TOC 4.'

2.6.3 STOC *

STOCs 1
STOC 2 vl
STOC 3 : /
STOC 4
'STOC 5 /
STOC 6 - j
STOC 7

the Principal's Questionnaires had been recorded on disk. For each of the

thrge age 8roups a printout of school identification data, addresses, ang

census populations and locations. ag shown by Census maps, road maps, ZIP

code Baps, and the National zIp Code Directory.

For efficiency ip the 2ssignment of DOC codes, a get of sStandardized

‘Procedures’ wag developed and used. .
%

2.6.4.1 Assignment of poc Codes Using Size of Conénunity (SOC) Codes.

-Using a list of Psy numbers and the Dames of countjes 1nc1ixded, the particu-

lar pro.cedurc-to be followed for each PSy was determined ‘and recorded.

-




A. - For each PSU classified as SOC'I, as indicated by the second

digit of the P§U,number, the POC code was determined on the basis of post
office ‘addregs, ZIP code, ZIP code m:;, census map of the urbanized area,
.. and populations of places not in the‘d;banized area, using the flow chart
shown in figure 2-1.
B. For each PSU classifi;d‘as SOC 2 or SdC 3, the total population
of the SMSA central city or cities was pbtained from a 1970 census report,
- » (I
and for thbse with cities haviqg‘;otal ;opulations of 200,000 and over the
same ﬁ%ocedure was followed as for SOC 1.
C. For each remainingﬂPSU classified as SOC Q‘or S0C 3, names of
places ‘'with populations of 25,000 and over were obtained from a ceasus
Nréport, and using a ZIP code éireptory, each place was identified as to
whether it had a‘;ingle ZIP code or more than one ZIP code; the names of

the places and the ZIP .code information were recorded.

1. All schools in places with populations of 25,000 or over
. having a single ZIP code were classified as DOC 3.

2. For each school in a place with more than one ZIP code, the

ZIP code, the ZIP code map, and a map showing the city

limits were used to establish its location; if the school

was located inside the city limits, the classification was

»~ ' " DOC 3; if the school was located outside the city limits,
" the classification was DOC 4.

3. All other schools were classified as DOG 4.

D. For PSUs clallifieg as SOC 4 and SOC 5, county populations wegg\\\\\

obtained from census reports; for each PSU with every county under 25,000
total population, all sthools were classified as DOC 4. .

E. For SOC 4 or S5, PSUs with one or more counties whose populations

\

] ’ .
were 25,000 or over, the procedure for SOC 2 or 3 outlined previously in C
Y o .
was used for the assignment of DOC 3 or DOC 4. )
- ‘ »
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2.6.4.2 Assignment of DOC Codes U51ng Post Offlce Classifications.

Q Us1ng a Computer printout of the nhmes and addresses 5{\the sample schools

o~
the subsequent instrycti %Q\\i//J//
q e i ryctions were foll —

i

A. Using a computer printout list, the following steps were taken:
1. Lines were drawn to separate and identify each PSU; - ‘
2. The assigned progedure for each PSU was identified and
o recorded; -

3. For each school not requiring the use of a ZIP code, the DOC
: code was recorded at the left of the page just before the

PSU number. .
o ‘ -
B. For each school not assigned a DOC code,
1. The post office address (except names of SOC 1 central
. citie F\xnd other obvious ones) was located in the ZIP code
= directory;

2. If the Post office address was a branch, e.g., "branch of
Boston," then the appropriate branch pname was recorded;
3. (If the post office address was a station, e.g., "Boston
3tation," then the appropriate statlon name was recorded;

4. If the post office address was a '"regular" post office‘aqd
(a) If only one 2zIP code was recorded then a "1" was-
recorded; . .

*

(b) If mébre than one ZIP code was recorded, then a ">2" was

recorded.
' " C. For each sch601 not assigned a DOC code after step B, a location
wasldqtermined as follows:

1. If the school had been marked ">2", using a ZIP code map, a
check’ was made to see whether the school was located inside
or outside the city limits of the place involved;’ .

2. If the school had been marked "1", it was assumed that the
" school was located within the c1ty 11m1ts of the place;

)
3. A DOC code was a331gned on the basis of location:

(a) 1f th¢ school was located inside a clil.%r UA conglome-
’ rate with a population of 200,000 or over, then the
school was assigned a DOC code of "1"; ‘

-~
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X ¥
_(b) If the school wags located elsewhere in the UA shaded
area of a BC, thé&n the school was assigned a DOC code
Of 10201;
-~ ! < '
(c) If the school was locatéd in a plice of 25,000 or over
vt total population and not in a BC shaded area, then the
— school was assigned a DOC code of R .
- .
“# ". N t
-(d) If the school was not located in any of these places,
) then a DOC code of "4" wag assigned.
‘'The DOC codes were fecorded on disk along with the school identifica-
- . —
) tion data. ' '

AN

/2.6,(:'omat;..on of STOC Codes by Computer
»
/ ~ ) .
- For the dete—mination of .STO¢ classificationq on the basis of DoOC

codes and the requ=rements of TOC .codes, another *computer program was used

,;ahich carried out the Ope'rationg already optlined. For each of the TOC
. .o b ) . \
categories, the ’followina"?rocedure wds used: ‘

N, .

A. For each school the appr%pri'ate index was calculated from the

™~

6ccupationa1 percentages:-

¢ ek
hd -

. <

-

3 -

B. ' For '-"Ch'.u school ot ﬁne;e;u'lg the other requirements for inclusion
in the c‘tegory."‘thg val\f;;(;;l‘bb) was substituted“for the calculated index.
. ] AN A .

~The schools so treated ‘Iehh‘g‘:' “
1. For TOC l,zvalf"!t‘hools not in DOC 4,'111 schools having no
farm worker ‘pParents, all schools baving no students living
" 'in & rural area (total population less than 2,500), and all
schools having any Students living 1in Places with popula-

was realized that{very poor metropolitan type areas might be
found outsille théd large cities themselves and, conversely,
affluent areas could no doubt be found inside those cities
as vell as in their suburbs, no distindtion was made between
. DOC 1 and DOC 2 in either case.
‘ P

2. For TOC 2yor 3, Ill schools not in DOC 1 or 2. ., Because it

7

C. The ’l,chooll‘wer:e ordered on the basis of the resultir,g.index
values; sample sizhs vere accumulated downwards; and the cutoff point was

'set. to separate. top 10 percent.. Beécauge ineligible schools had been

~. rl
v
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. ; . > f
moved to the bottom of the list, all of the schools in the top 10 percent
were eligible, and no substitutions wer;\ﬂecessary.

Both the DOC and the STOC codes were recorded on disk and added to the

weight record at the time Ehe weights were calculated.

2.6.6 Results of DOC, TOC, and STOC Computations
’ L

2.6.6.1 Age Class 1, 9-Year-Olds. Table 2-42 presents weighted and

unweighted percentages of Age Class 1 ®ligibles for STOC for all packages

and provides comparisons of Year 11 percentages with ‘those for Year 10

9

Unweighted percentages for STOC 1, 2, and 3 are not precisely 10 percent

because STOC codes were determined for individual schools rather than for

_’i
ihdividual respondents. Thus w1th1n each school all of the respondents

were assigned the *same STOC code. It was not possible to readsign STOC

'
codes within schools so that exactly 10 percent of the respondents would be
¢categorized as each of STOC 1, 2 and 3. Weighted percentages fer ,STOC 1
A
are lower than the unweighted percentages because of OVersampllng in rural

k]

dreas; yimllatﬁ?, STOC 2 and STOC 4 weighted percentages are lower than

unweighted percentages because low-income* urban areas were oversampled;

~ other weighted percentages are relatively high because of the resulting -

udﬂerégppling invalved. ‘The 'largest differences in both weighted and
unweigated percentages for Years 10 ;ed 11 are the decreases for STOC & and
‘éhe increases for STOC 6 and STOC 7. These changes can be attributed in
part to sampling differehces in the first-stage sample units. T?e primary

sample for assessment Years 07 through 10 was selected in Year 07. Primary

units were assigned to years using a random Procedure. The Year 10 sample.

received a relatively high proportion of prlmary units in cities of over

N ‘ .
rural areas. ) ‘ ¥,

. 125
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200,000 population and relatively ﬁjw proportions in smaller cities and’
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‘ . Table 2-42. Weighted and aneighted percentages of : P
9-year-olds in Year 11 by STOC. for all |
. . packages. ) ‘

Y - h ‘
. / 3 |
S / Yy . ATl packages ‘ 1
N » . ' ’ AN |
Year 11. ' Year 10 Year 11 " Year 10, -
Unweighted Unﬁeighted Unweighted Weighted Weighted . Weighted
STOC sum- percent * percent sum percent percent
R ~/
- 1 2,924 10. 10.0 T 321,457 9.6 8.7
2 - 2,899 10. 10.0° 204,856 ‘ © 6.1 8.6
i i

3 - 2,893 ' 9.9 ‘ 10.1 345,564 &0-4 10.1

4 2,693 9.3 16.9 267,692 , 8.0 13.1

5 2,871 ¢ 9.9 9.9 364,651  10.9. 10.5

6, 3,004 10.3 9.4 466,956 14.0 11.8

7 11,819 40.6 . 33.7 1,368,391 41.0 « 37.2 -
Total 29,103 ©100.0 ©100.0 3,339,567 100.0 , 100.0
S
f R -
. ‘ '
t ‘ . *
v \
. F L)
v ; - :
’ . 1 t(‘/’




‘When a new primary sampie was selected for-Year 11 to Year 14, annual

region~-by-size-of-community coﬂt:tol was maintained when allocation to the

TS

four years was ‘cﬂa'rried out. Table 2-43"lists Ye;ar 11 weighted \anc‘lc unwe‘ight-
ed percentages ofl'Age Class 1 eligibles by STOC qur each of the seven
packages. Perceﬁtages by STOC for each of the four NAEP regions will be
found ih Table 2-60. i
Table 2-44 presen‘ts Year 10’ and 11 weig\hted and unweig{x}ed percentages
’
of Age Class 1 eligibles by DOC for all packages. Changes from Yea; 10
again reflect the change in primary sample !nakeup; DOC 1 shows decreases
from Year 10 to 11 and DOC 3 anc:l 4 show incrgases. N
Table 2-45 lists Year 11 weighted and unweighted percentages by DOC

and package. Table 2-46 lists peyentages of Year 11 Age Class 1 sample

.schools by DOC, TOC, and STOC classification. The 14.3 percent in STOC 1,

N, |

which includes only 10.0 percent of the respondents, reflects the below-

» ¢

_‘avex:age size of schools in the extreme rural areas. In STOC 3, 5, and 7,
o . ' -\
school percentages smaller than respomdent percentages indicate schools

“larger thano ave.rage. ' .

Table 2-47 sl;ows comparisons of Year 10 and Year 11 weighted percent-
ages of Age Class l‘eligibles cross-classified by STPC and DOC, using
achoorl weights. 1In each of the two years STOC 1 (extreme m;.-al) was obtain-
ed entirely from DOC 4 by definition:,' The major part of STOC 2 (low metrogs
politan) came ‘fro.l DOC 1, with a lesser part from DOC 2. Conversely, the
ﬁjor portiom of STOC 3 (high metropolipan) came from DdC 2 and a. lesser
portion frol‘ DoC 1. STOC 6.and DOC’3 are identical, and STOC &, \3,-‘and'7
are the noélextrene, s,ectors. ‘of—\DQC_,.Lr-Z, and 4. . Again, changes in percent-

ages can be attributed to sample variabilities.

» L]
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Table 2-43

\

v

+ =107~

Distribytion of year 11

]
S-year-old

estinated population and samnple
respondents by STCC and package

Package no. 1
STCC Estimate

1 323218.°

2 167654,
3 344373,
4 241238,
5 321163..
& 4€£968C.
7 15E54359,.
Total  3492735.
Package noe 2
STOC Estimate

1 248325,

2 176581.

3 478958,

4 238522,

S 300527,

3 827233.

7 &274863.
Total® 3544989,
Package no. 3
STOC Estimate
248383,
162948,
264039
167072,
486823,
328572
13579i1.
3545748,

PNG‘U‘O(NNH

Tota

Package no. ¢4
STOC Estimate

1 378415,

2 . 197343,

3, 426264,

. 8 312243,
5 371343,

5 561468,

7 1467589.

3714865,

Total

Percent
11.3
4.8

9
6
3
3
Iy
]

[ 30 I N IRV, IV

b
Iy
10

J

Percent
7.0
Se0

[
U0 O
e o o ©& o o
[N NP RS RN S ]

QW

Percent

1.2
Se3
11.5
8.4
1.0
15.1
39.5
100.6

142

.

Respondents Percent

251,

234,

246

235,

242,

279,

* 13520
2569,

10.0

Respondents Percent

238.
243,
420.
182.
253.
386,
951,
2673,

S

8.9
9.1
15.7
6e8
945
14,4
3545
103.0

Respondents Pe}cent

268,
246,
183.
218e.
368,
248,
1585.
2613,

10.3
9.%
5.3
8.3

14,1
9.5

41.5

100.0

Respondents Percent

323.
236.
313
297.
249.
320.
940.
2548,

12.2
= Te8
11.8
11.2
9.4
12.1
3545
100.0

/
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Package no. 5

-~ STO0C
.. ' 1

Ny

2
3
4
. ) 5
5
7
L

Tota

Istimate

163780C.

249324,

409162
204113,
398299,

326260,

14191 36.

3170374,

Package no, 6
_STOC Estimate

e :" 1"’

~ NN

- Tota
1

2

. . 3
: . 'A 4
- <L_J 5
6

7

- ~Total

1

2
3
4
5
)
7
L

Tota

,

286535.
254305.
389159.
252495.
251657.
552627,

iss2z23.,

35368131,

Package no. 7
STOC Estimate

225191.

31873C. .

32668¢€
322710.

7G80%.
430843,
245926,
3090889,

Package no. 8
. STOC Estimate

449995,
157869,
317792.
298333,
474319,
326549,
1344300,
3369257,

(contipuec)

e 2-43 .
. Percent Respondents Percent
Se2 178. 5e8
7,9 M - 231, Be8
12.9 ’ 305, 11.6
. 6e4d 287, Te3
12.5 274 10.4
10,3 ° 234, 8.9
44,8 1198, 45,6
100.9 25827 10030

——

Percent Respondents Percent
801‘ 249. 9.5
Te2 " 288 11.0
11.0 314, 12.8
Tel « 205, T8
T.1 193, Tel
15.6 296. 11.3
43.9 1378, 41.1
16040

100.0 - 2620

Percent | Respondents Percent

7.3 208,
1043 349,
10.6 : 239,

9.8 285.

203,

251.
1132.
255?.

Te8
13.1

963 -
10.7,.

Te5
9.8
42.%
Clao.a

Percent Respondents Percent
13.4 272« . 10.2
4.7 +23C. " Be$
‘G4 . .290. Ted
8.8 . 332 12.%
la,1 ) 284, 10.7
9.7 207. 7.%
319.9 . 1149, 42.8
1¢0.2 2665s 1€0a10
145 '

L J a a

1
1]
|




Table 2-43¢ (continued)

[ g Package noe 5 .
! STOC Zstimate Percent Respondents Percent
: 1  16378GC. Se2 . 178¢ , 58
r‘ . . 2 2893244 7.9 ' 231. - 8.8
. ,Xél 3 -409162. 12.9 - : 305. 11.6
L L/) 4 204113, 6ed 2b7. Te3
¢ A .5  398299. 12.5 274  10.4
, 5 326260. 1043 . 234, 8.9
RO . 7T 1419136. 44,8 1198, 45.56
. Total 31706374. 10040 2527.% 100.2
£ _ R g -
1:; - - Package no. 6 E %
' STOC Estimate Percent Respdndents Percent
‘1 286535, 8.1 249, 9.5
2 25430S. 7.2 . 288, 11.0
3 389159, 11.0 ‘ 3144 12.0
. 4 25249s, Tel 2¢S. 7.8
5 25165% Tel 193. 743
6 4553527. " 1546 T 296. 11.3
- 7 1552t23., 43,9 13078 41,1
' Total 3536831, 100.0 ~ 2620. 106040

Package no. 7 o
STOC Estimate. Percent Respondents Percent

- R

225191, 7.3 208. 7.8

. 31873C._ .10.3 349, 13,1

{ 32668C. -10.6 . , 239, 9.0

r ! 5 270809 _ 8¢T " ~203. 7.8
- / "6 4C0843. - 13,0 251 , 9.4
_Total 3090889. 100.0 . 2667« 1080.0

Package no. b .
STOC Estimate Vercent\\ Respondents Percent

' "1 . 449995,  13.4 | 272, 10.2
™ ‘ 2 157869, 4.7 . 230, 8.5
37 3177920 9.4 ' 200 © 7.3
s 298333, 8.8 ‘ 332, 1243
S 474319,  14.1 284, 1347
6 326649, 9.7 , 20% 1.3
7 1544300, 39,9 - 1140,  42.8
E Total 3369257, 100.% 2665, 10040
v -
“»
' = s 1‘1‘ %
\ o
N
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Table 2-43 «

Package no. 9
STOC Zstimnate

1

2
3
s
S
6
7
L

Tota

460656,
141347,

237812,

364293,
4.99778.
563331,
1339539.
3516756,

Package no, 10
STOC Estinate

401533,
191972,
358477,
2878036,

437388,
1054736,
3087185,

Package no. 11
STOC Estimate

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
L

Tota

279992.

355279,

235142, .

-2484482,
245788,
371160
344467,

1440935,
3165933,

All packages
STOC Estimate

[

321457,
204856,
345564,

267692.-

364651,
466956,
1368391,
33393567,

4

Percent
o1
4,0
68

103
11.7
16.
3801
100.0

Percent

130
6e2
11.6
2.3
11.5
14,2
34,2
100.0

Percent
8.9
Ted
T8
Te8

11.7
10.9
45.5
100.0

Percent
9.6
6.1

10.4
B.0
10.9
14,0
41.0
186.0

~a
|, <1

(continued)

Respondents 2ercent
353, 13,3

203, 77

250. ‘9.4

~ 260, 9.8
253, 9.5

1653, 39.7°

. 2556, 10040
Respondents Percent
, 343, 12.5
279. 10,3

221, 8.1

254, 9.8

322. 11.9.

© 293%. 10.7
14802, 37.0

2711 190.0
Respondents Percent
N 231, , BeB
330 ° 12,5

205. 7.8

200. _ 1.5

226. __.Beb

240. 9,2

1188, 45.%

2620, 1C0.0

" Respondents 2ercent
2924, 10.0

2899, 10.0

2893, 9,9

25693, 9.3

2871, 9.9

30G4. 10.3

11819, 40.6

,  29103. 1C0.0

M
4

-

=y
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Table 2-44. Weighted and unweighted percentages of

- . 1

{ - 9-year-olds in Year 1l by,DOC for all .
{ { X ;4 :
. packages.,

{. NG , . / .
: * All packages ’ |
r # L4 . |
. ® |
' |

Year 1§ Year 10 ‘ -~ Year 11 Year 10

&

T~

] Unweighted Unweighted Unweighted . Weighted _Weigh‘ed Weighted
DOC sum percent percent sum percen percent
{: 1 . 6,403 i 22.0 29.0 582,615 17.4 j\ 23.5

2 4,953  "17.0 11.8 600,148 / 18.0 18.8

»

3 3,004 10.3 9.4 * 466,957 14.0 11.8

6 1,763 0.7 43.8 1,689,847 . 50.6 45.9

Total‘ 29,103 - 100.0 106.0 31339,567 100.0 100.0
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-112- e
/,—\I o » Table 2-45, O0Ofistribution of year 11 9-year-old
» estimatea population and sanste
.+. respondents by D0C and package
-~ L4 /
.*Package noe 1
.D0C tstimate Percent Respondents 2ercent
) 1 467230, 13.4 ‘ 578, C242.
2 607128 ° 1744 439, 16.8
3 469580 134 279. . 10.7
& 1948627. 55.8 1313, 5063
Total 3492735. 10343 . 2509. 10040

t
s ———t———

]

Package noe 2 -—
DOC Estimate Percent Respondents 2ercent
y

1 61992¢C. 17.9 ' - 802, 2245
2 574708. 16.2 436 18.5
© 3 827234, 233 ’ 386. 14,4 *
& 1523127. 43.% 118s. 44,5
- Total 3544989%. 100.0 2673« 10060

—to— ]
J N -

Package noe. 3 . :
DOC Estimate Percent Respondents Percent

1  493107. 7 16.2 4 516 19.7
2 617775« 2043 496, 19,0
3 328572. - 10.8 ' 248, 943
. 4 16062%%e 5247 1353, 51.8
- Total 3G45748. 1000 2613. 100,08
. ~ ¥

Package no. &

J0C £stimate Percent Respondents Percent .
1 660353, 17.8 592. 2243
2 . 647041, 17.4 473, 17.9 .
3 561468 1S5.1 323, 12,1
§ 1846003, 49,7 1263. 47.7
Total 3714865, 100.0 2548, J0Ge
\
Package noe.. 5 -
00C Estimate Pekcent Respondents 2ercent .
1 565255, 17.8 485, 18.5
2 695643, 22.¢ 532,  20.2
3 326261. 103 234, 8e3
4 1582915. 49,9 - 1376. 5244

Total 317:074. 100.C 2527. 130.0
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Table 2-45. (continued),

’

* -

- ’ ey " _ .
1

Package noe. 6 S -
DOC Estimate Percent -Respondents 2ercent
1 571821. 1€.2 547 20.9
2 575795. 163 450, 1742
3 S55G627. 155 296. 11.3
- 4% 1838558, 52 ¢0- 1327. 50e%
Total 3536871. 1GCe0 2629+ 100e0

Package nos 7
DOC Estimate Percent Respondents 2ercent

1 *© 725771. 235 706, 2543
2 493158, 15.9 3700 13.9 |
3 4280843, 13.0 251. - 9eb6
& 1471117, 87 46 1343, 5042
Total 3290889. 130.0 ~ §667. 1C0.3 J

~ i . B
// S Lo eIt T T T

Paciage'no. 8 )
DOC Estimate Percent Respondents Percent

* ‘ 1 $93874. 176 . 537. 235
. 2 654439, 190‘ 409, 15.3
p 3 326649, 9.7 - 267, 7.8
//\\~ ‘ & 1754295, 53¢3 1412, 5360 ‘
Total 3369257. 100+0 2665. 100.0
' t

- Package ng. 9 L
DOC Estimate Percent Respondents Percent

' 1 536779, 15.3 559, °  20.8
, 2 616451, 17.5 441, 16.5
3 ’ ) 3 5633320 1643 283. 305 . ’
. 4 18C0194. S51.2 .1406. 53.1 '
: _ Total 3516756 10C.0 . "2558. 10G0.3 ¢
- - \_ A «
g Package no. 10 . , f
~ : DOC Estimate Percent Rgspondents 2ercent
: 1  651256. - 21,1 6§39, - 23.2
- 2 542278./ 17.6 LYY 1645
’ . 3 437388, 18,1 290, 10.7
4 14562683. 47.2 1345,  49.5
Total 3287185, 100.9 2711, 100.0
. td
. \
« . 115




" PacKage no. 11 . . : ‘
J0C €stimate PRercent Respondents Percent
~ 1 " 523333. . 1645 ‘ 56Ce 21.{
e " 57728 1842 - 451. ' 15.3
3° “34493%5/, 169 . 240. . 9.1
l“( 1120927. LN 54;4 . ' ¢ 1419, 5402
Total? 3165933, 100.0 - 2620. 190.3

ALl packdges" : ;- . /
DCC Estimate Percent ReSpondents °ercpnt/
. 1 _582515. 17.4 o ’ 5403, 2$>ﬂ
2. ‘6901480' 18.0 - 4953, 17«0
4669570 14.0 ~. " 30040 1003
16898347, - SQ0e6 14743, S5Ce7
3339567. 108.0 - ©29133.. 100,90
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Table 2-46, DistriQ:tion of
schoolsYby DOCy
| poc
Code , Noe , Pcte
1 119 21.2
2 82 1446
3 63 11.2
4 297 53,0
5 X X
6 X X
I4 1 X X
Y Total S61  100.0 .
1 *
S
1 )
e
'y
- [ ]
v |
’ ' N
. e
\
Q "
RIC
~ L ]

TOCes anc STOC codes
- TCC Y
Noe Pcte
8o 13,3
52 963
S0 ) 8.9
379 67.5\
X X ~
X X
X X
Sel 100.0
)
[
/
. N
t
’
15

year 11 9-year-old sample

No»

80
52
50

52 °

47
~63
217

Sel

STGC -
Fcte

14,3
SeJ
8.9

9.2

Be 4
1il.2

3867

1000




Table 2-47. ’Weighted ﬁercentages of 9-year-olds
. : by STOC and' DOC .

e
Year 11

v

Year 10




13-Year-0lds. Table 2-48 presents Year 10 and 11

2.6.6.2- ‘Age Class 2,

¢

weighted and unweighted percentages of Age Class 2 eligibles by STOC for
i . . .

all pPackages. . As in Age Class 1, there have been decreases in STOC &

percentages and increasesﬁin those for *STOG 6 and 7. In this case there

has also been a decreise for STOC 5. Weighted and unweighted percentages

by #package are presénted in table 2-49. Percentages *for, each of the four

-~

D
Table 2-50 presents Year 10 and ‘11 weighted and unweighted percentages

NAEP regions are ‘shown in table 2-60.
: o

of Age Class 2 eligibles by DOC for ‘all packages Changes from Year 10

aga1n reflect the change in primary sample makeup; DOC 1 and 2 show

decreases from Year 10 to 11 and DOC 3 and 4 show’ 1DCIE¢§CS

-

Table 2-51 lists Yeat 11 weighted and unweighted percentages by DOC
and package Table 2-52 presents Year 11 number of Age Class 2 sdmple

ischools by DOC, TOC, and éTOC Table 2- 53 shows comparisons of Year 09 and

>

10 Age Class 2 weighted percentages of respondents by STOC and DOC using

t

“eschool weights. Again the maJor part of STOC 2 for each Year was obtained
\ .

from DOC 1.

2.6.6.3 Age c1a;g’§1 17-Year-Olds. Table 2-54 provides Year 10 and

\

11 comparisons for weighted and unweighted percentages of Age C(Class 3°

X,

eligiblel by STOC for-all packages. As with 9- and 13 -year- olds{ decreases

occurted in percentages for STQC 4 and increases for STOC 6 and 7. The

‘i

change is again. due to the randon allocation of the sample for Year 10.
Table 2-55 gives Year 11 weighted and unweighted percenthes by STOC for

each of the Age Class 3 packages ., Percentages for all packages by STOC for

.

each region will be found in table”2-64. ‘
’ , ) . . . ; i Tl
. Table: 2-56 presents ‘comparisons of Year 10 and 11 weighted and

. * .
unweighted petcent:ges of Age Class 3 eligibles by DOC for all .packages.

.
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. \ v
4 Table 2-48. Weiphted and unwe,ghted percentages of
. 13-wear-olds in ‘Year.11 by STOC for all
' - — packiges.
' -
T All packages )
. M-
. Year 11 Year 10 Year 11 . Year 10
- ) \
N
Unweighted ¥nweighted Unweighted Weighted Weighted 7Xeighted
STOC . sum percent . percent sum percent percent |
1 4,116 9.9 10.0 314,872 9.5 ¢ 9.0
2. 4,164 10.Q 10.1 275,751 8.3 8.2 ,
1.' 3 4,103 . 9.9 9.9 308,324 . 9.3 10.6
4 2,894 7:0 \ 15.8 194,737 5.8 14.5
5 4,758 1.4 13.3. - 402,613 12.1 . 13.6
6 7,084 17.0 10.3 644,900 ——— "ML T 116 -
7 b5 5 34.8 30.6 1,186,246  35.6 32.5
Total 41,574 100.07". 3,327,443 100.0 100.0
o , 7 T
13 '/"/‘\ -——
\“'f .
. ¢ -
. :
" ’ -
l~ * © - “‘
I ¢ )
) v

(A
a
Pt
A
\




Dist

estim

\;bution of year 11 13;}ear-otd
ted populatiom and sample

i

Fespondents by STAC and package

Package nows I -
STOC Estimate
2558458,

399339.

301200.

201377,

381314

641546,
1369758,

Tota 32390402,
Package no. 2
STOC Estimate
302746

319242,

3 248235.
229326

43816%.

532377,
£1391325.

Total 3461420.
Package no. 3
STOC Estimate

1 216453,

2 227815.

3 376803,

™., 150006.
379757

Te

315412,
2453264
337501.
- 238781,
354801,
593113,
1175561,
3260455,

Percent
1l1e7
11.8

89
S5e9
1{.2
18,9
3le6
1000

Fercent
8e7
9.2

L

7
Ee
12«
15.4
4042
100.0

el
1

Respondehts Percent

. 310.
335.
288
17s.
288e.
449,
941.

2786

»

1l.1
12.0
1063

6e3
10.4
16.1

T 3368

100.3

Respondents Percent

220.
326
216
198,
299,
415."
1111.
2785,

7.9
11.7
.7.8"

Tel
10.7
1449
39.9

10040

Percent :Respondents Perdent

6e7 -

Te0

4.6
11e7
217
3647

. 10640

-

Percent
9.7
TeS

103
Tel
109
18.2
J6el
1000

i

-

217.
293.
316.
17'9.
251.
537.

e €973°
. 766.

1

7.8
10 a6
11.4

6e5
9.1
19.4
3542
100.0

.
Réspondents Percent

263.
243.
3326
223
279.
432.
987.
2759,

!

-

9.5
"848
12.0

8.1
10.1

157

IS8
10C.0




/‘\)_
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Table 2-4Y «

Packagg NO e .5
"STCC Estimate

1 290375.
330127
314545.

88367« °

692192,
1138804.

3274847

3
K
S 420437,
(3
7
Total

Percent
8.9
10.1
9.6
27
12.8
21.1

'13;:3

Package no. 6 ¢

5T6L Estimate
1 « 212821.
2 224556.
3:R€ 306812
4 1373%8.
S 376%960.
(3 651887.
7 £1270883.
Total 3181717,
Package hoe 7
STOC Estimate

1 349549,

2 .192259.
3 225947,
4 ..249158.
S .38919S.
6 622329«
7 1207273,
L 3335710.

Package no. 8
STOC Estimate
1 341675.
2 276112,
3 223035,
4 179303.
~ 5 376373
6 564426,
7 1102984.
L 3060508,

Percent
6e7
Tel
94k
443

11.8
20.5
40.0
100.0

percent

10.5
S5e8
9.8
Te5

.

11.6°

1846
3642
1000

a?

Percent
1.2
9.0
Te2
Se9
12.3
18.4
M6 .0

10040

(continued)

Respondents Percent

304. 11.2
301. 11l.1

242 8.5

™ . 115%. 4.2

3384 1245

480. 177

932 34.4
2712. 100.0

‘Respondents Percent

161le ~ 5.8
226 8a2
200, 1849
171 6e2

323. 11.7
488, 17.7
1091. 39.5
2760. 100.0

Respondents Percent

+

316. 11.6

2645. 9.1
233 8.5
229. 8.4

339, 12.4
425. 1545
943. 34.5

2734., 100.0

~

.ResQOndents_Percent

=

334, 12.3
266 9.8
241, 8.9
213. 7.8
287. 105
431, 1549

947, 34,8 -

2719, 100.0




Packagce noe 9
STCC Estimate

1
2
3
4
’ 5
6
7
L

*Tota

46215,
258705.
374987,
217222,
332126.
€26769.
1224692,
3380816

Package no. 10
. STOC Estimate

1

ségta

3
§
S
6.
7
§

299065,
158072,
235336,
195521,
561923,
597715,

f1377415.

-121-

-
" Table 2-49« (continued)
Percent Resdonde%ts Percent
10,3 299. 10.5
Tel 306 10,7
11.1 310. 10.8
6.“. 196. 6.9
9.8 307 107
18.5° 497, 17.4
3642 . 942.  33.0°
10040 2857 1049.0
Percent Respondents Percentf
8.7 ) 234, 865
4,6 © 174, 6o b
69 205, 7¢5
Se’ 194, Te1
1644 ‘ 450e- - 1645
17.5 436 16+ 0
4042 1038, 3840
100.0 . 2731« 100430

3425047,

Fackage noe‘1ll
’STOC Estimate

1
2

3

. 4

. 5
6

7

L

,Tota

307815.
307148,
324552,
200021,
414883,
622560,
1275327
3452206

Package no. 12
STOC Estimate

271160,
279600,
279584,
149243,

5346720

630373
1137378.
334231¢0.

Percent Respondents Percent

8.9 257.
8.9 , 270.
9.4 292.
5.8 185.
12.0 340.
18.0 432,
3740 . 966.
. 10040 . 27s2,

'

9.4
9.8
107
“6e7
12.4
15.8
" 352
100.0

Percent Respondents Percent

8. 233,
ok 30Se.
od 210.

4.5 144,

le.0 . 407,

e
(O
L

20.6 . 517.
34 40, I3
100.0 2782

865
11.1
7.6
Se2
14,8

. 18.8
3440
100.0
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Table 2-49. (cont1nuig}
\

a

, v
Package NOe. 13

sTOC Estimate Percent Respondents Percent .

1 332086. 909 . - 334, 12.0

2 30839%91. 9.2 261. 9.3

3 353083 105 . 339. 1242

q 253768. 75 242. Ba7

5 348381, 103 262 9.4
6 672674 20.0 481, 173 .

. 7 1099492. 3246 867 31.1

Total 3}67875, 100.0 2786« 1000

pPackage NnO. is L

STOC Estimate percent Respondents percent

377762. 11.2 319. 11.5

2 304366 9.0 311. 11.2

3 325630 9.6 303, 10.9

§  220235. 6e5 186 6e1

5 “335759. 10.0 282. - 10.2
T 6 ¢ 693524, 20.6 588, 17.6
-7

1115448, 3361 883. 31.9

Total 3372724. 100.0 2772. 1000

Package noe 15

sToC Estimate percent Respondents percent

1 363975 10.8 315. 10.8

2 ~ 30a4791. 9.1 298. 10.2

3 300702. 9.0, 276 9.5

T4 211329, 6e3 ) 244. - Beb

S 394448, 11.8 306 165

6 764517 22 .8 576 19.7

7 1012518. 30.2 901 30.9

Total 3352280. 100.8 — 2916, 10040
ALl packages

\\SIOC tstimate percent’ Respondents Percent

314872 9.5 4116. 9.9

275751, 8e3 4164 10.0

308324, 93 4103. 9.9

1947374 Se8 2894. 7.0

402613, 2.1 5758 11.4

£44900e: 194 7084, 17.0

1186246 35.6 14455 34e8

3327443 10060 41574+ 1000
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Table' 2-50. Weighted and unweighted percentages of ‘
13-year-olds in Year 11 b DOC for all
. packages. "
. l f";.
- -, N
All packages

" Year 11 - Year 10 Year 11 . Year 10
Unweighted Unweighted Unweighted Weighted: Weighted Weighted
DOC sum percent percent sum percent percent

- N -
1 7,645 18.4 28.0 511,133 . 15.4 24.2
2 8,274 19.9 21.1° - 670,292 20.1 22.7
3’ 7,084 17.0 . 10,6 644,900 19.4 11.6.

. .-
4 18,571 44.7 40.5 1,501, M8 45.1 41.5°
Total 41,574 100.0 100.0 3,327,443 100.0 100.0

’ A

\)\/‘ ’
A ‘ .
' k4
] ) \
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Table 2-51 « Distribution of year 11 13-year-old
- estimated population and sample
respondents by GOC and package

) \
Package no. 1

— DOC Estimate Percent Respondents Percent
1 603192 17.8 — S6E. 203

¢ 2 660038, 20.1 521. 18.7

, 3 641546, 18.9 . 449, - 16.1

’ 4 1465626+ 3.2 - 1251, 44,9

& ) Total 3390402. 100.0 2786« T 1000

Package no. 2 .
DOC Estimate Percent Respondents Percent

- . 1 61909S. 17.9 558, 20.C
‘ 2 - 615877. 17.8 381, 173

3 532377 15.4 " 415 14.5

YJotal 3461420. 10Q.0 2785. 100.0

Package noe .3
DoC E'stimate Percent Respondents Percent

1 4300%6e- 1362 50%9. 18.4
} .2 704304, 21.6 530. 19.2
oo . 3 7C7458. 21.8 - 537. 19.4
Yol ' 4 1411287, 43 .4 1190, 43.0
Total 3253185« 10040 2766¢ - 10040
-
pPackage noe 4 . ¢
. DOC Estimate Pegtent Respondents Percent
i : o 1 © 463901. 14.3 470, 17.0
2 _ 711508, 21.8 , 607. 220
) . - 3 593112, 18 2 4324 15.7
- o 4 1490974. 457 . 1250. 4543
' . Total 3260495 100.0 * 2759 100.0
23
RS . ’

. Package noe. 5
DcC Estimate Percent Respondents Percent

7 "1 380723. 116 447, 1645
. 2 772753. 236 §49.  20.2
oot . . 3_. 692192, 21.1 480, 177
. . 4 1429179.  43.7 1236, 4546
‘ Total 3274847. 100.0 2712. 100.0
\\
o 1805
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"T.ab"le 2-51e |

Packagé'no.. (]
DOC Estimate Percent

1 412014. 13.0
2. 634112.  .19.9
3  651887.: 20e5
4 14837C4. 4646

Total

-

3181717. 10040

Package noe 7
DOC Estimate Fercent

1 526603 158
2 629956 1849
3 622329. - 186
4 1556822« 467
Total 3335710. 1000

Package noe. 8
DOC Estimate Percent

1 483692 15.8
2 568130 18.6
3 564426 18 .4
L) 1444660. 47 &2
Total 30609G8. 100.0
Pac agé NO e 9
0C Estimate Percent
.1 5927%6e  17.5
"2 | 5g0264.  17.5
3 ' -6¥B769. 1845
4 1571007. 465
Total 3380816. 100.0
Package no. 10 ",
DOC Estimate Percent
1 382116. 11.2
2 768736e _ 22.4
3 597716« . 1745
4 1676413. 48.9
Total 3425047 100.0
b
164

(continued)

Respondents Percent

442, 1640
578 20.9
488 17.7
1252, 45.4

-

T ——

Respondents Percént

505, 1845
545 19.9
425. 15.5
1259. 461
2734,

100.0

ReSpondents Percent

535. 19.7°
. 472. 173
431. 1545
1281,  47.1
2719+ 10040

’, F //

Respondents Percent

557 19.5 .
562 1947
497. 17«4
1241, 43.4
2857 10060

Respondents Percent

384, 141
639. 23,4
436  15.9°
1272,  46.6
2731. 1000
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Table 2-51.° (}ontinucd)

DOC Estimate
1 468722,
2 777782
3 622560.

4 1583142.
Total 3452206,

Package noe 12
-p0C Estimate
-1 431929.

2 811170.
3 " 6°20373.
4 1408538.
Total 3342010.

Packagg noe. 13
DCC Estimate

1 £49999.

2 613625

3 ©72674.

—— & 1431577.
Total 3367875.

Package noe 14
poC Estimate

1 £37899.

2 54809%.

3 £93524.

4 1493210.
Total 3372724.

Package noe. 15
DOC Estimate

1 583237«

> 2 628033.
3 764517

. 4 1376493,
Fotal 3352280.

Package noe 11

[

-

Percent Respondents Percent
13.6 475, 17.3
22.5 612 22.3
18.0 - “32. 15.8
45,9 1223. 44,6

100.0 2742. 100.0

14

) -y .
Percent Respondents Percent

12.5 429. 15.6
24‘.3 ' 637. 23.2
207 517, 18.8
2.1 . 1166« 42.4 7

100.0 2749. 100.0

Percent © Respondents Percent

19.3 587 21.1
18.2 517 18.5
20.0 i - 481, 17.3
42.5 : 1201. 43.1
10040 - 2786« 100.0

Percent Respondents Percent

v

185 599. 1.6
4 1602 ' 483. 7.4
206 488. 176
44,3 1202. 4364
100.0 * $2772. 1000
1)
. ]

Percent. Regpondents Percent

17.4 583 2G. 0
18.7 541. 18.5
22.8 576 19.8
4l.1 121¢6. 41,7

1000 2916. 1000

ne




= Table 2-51- (continued)

ALl packages '
DOC Estimate Percent Respondents Percent

1. S1¥133. ~.15.4 - 76454 18.4
r‘ 2 ' 670292, 20.1 ‘8274, 19.9
3 644900, 19.4 7084, 17.8
) 4§ 1501118. * 45.1 18571 44,7
‘[‘ . Total 3327443. 100.0 41574 10060
- ~
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Table 2-52+¢ Distributione.gf year 11 13-year-old sample . |
; ~‘ : @ schools by DOT, TOCy anc STOC codes ' ) :
L 4 ! .
. ,
boc ' ' 10C - ot
» , T o . : T> .
Code ' Maoe. Pcte . - No.‘ ‘Pcte \N-e. Pcte |
1 1200 " 22.3 86 1640 Bb_ 1640
2 81 15.1 ' 59 11.0 59 11.6 |
3 - 74 13,8 | 53 9.9 53 9.8
4 262 48. . 339 6301 44 8.2
5 X CX : X X 45 Bed
l 6 - X X \ X o X 74  13.8
l . 7 X X X 77X + 176 32.8
» g . -
Total 537 10040 527 100.0 o 537  100.0
# -~ __*_ \\ E
AN L . N -
. ¥ .
~
o ’ .
! Vs
~ y 4
L -
- .
“
- \—\ . ' /\
! ~ [
-7 )
//
» L J ..‘
' o/ . e * -
- w’
[ 3 \’
\’ ’
B Y .. - - . Yoy
- 1 ’ : , 165 '
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T T s- oS —Tapte - 7253 -Weighted -percentages of. 13-year-olds . ...
r- : by STOC and DOC ‘
- - / -~
[ Year 11° -
o STOC g
. DOC :
-, 1 2 - 3 4 ¢ .5 6 7 Total
[. &J" i N
A ? \ N
. 1 0.0 6.3 3.4 5.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 15.6
U" 2 0.9 2.1 5.7 0.0  12.0 0.0 0.0 19.8
[ 3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 19.4 0.0 19.4
{
4. 9.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 35.7 45.2
1 Total 9.5 8.4 9.1 5.9 12.0 19.4 35.7 100.0
i ~»
- |
. Year 10 ¢
! ‘ ‘ i
) STOC ® . .
DOC : . ,
, 1 2 3 T4 5 6 7 Total *
1 0.0 .8 3.9 14.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 26.1
, 2 0.0 2.3 6.8 0.0 13.7 > 0.0 0.0 22.8
¢ 3. o.‘ 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 11.6 0.0 - 11.6
, o
| . : :
: 4 8.9 0.0 . 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 32.6 41.5
Total: 8.9 8.1 10.7 14.4 13.7 11.6 32.6 4 100.0-
; ; ) , — " : .
= ‘ K -t 2 — ,/ .
¥ T , .
! . . ) .
[l . N .
- N 1‘\‘, i
s L ‘%
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N . Table 2-54. Weighted and unweighted percentages of
. 17-year-olds in Year 11 by STOC for all

packages. ) - :

MO - i
’ : . ; \\\N_,\\X- All packages - !

= -~ 7 N
Year 11 < Year 10 Year 11 ’ Year 10
Upweiéﬂted Uﬁ;eighted Unwe;ghted Weighted Weighted Weighted
STOC - sum . percent * percent sum percent percent
3 R e o -
" 1 3,452 R 9.6\ 9.5 253,550' 7.9 78‘
2 3,896 10.8 v 11.1 279,427, 8.6 10.7
. ! 3 3,641  10.1 10.0 388,867 12.0 9.5
4 2,368 6.5 13.2 141,350 - 4.4 ©11.0 -
5 3,686 ¢ 10.2 13.6 396,121 11.4 " 16.3
6 6,730 18.6 10.1 635,086 19.6 12.0
o . :
¢ 7 ' 12,336 - 34.2° , 32.5 1,167,197 36.1 32.7
Total 36,109 100.0 100.0 3,254,598  100.0 * 100.0
- N - + »
‘ _ L3

ERIC - . - 185
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Table 2--=5<« ODistribution of year 11 17-year=-old
) ~ estimated population ang sanple
respondents by STOC and package

Packacc2 no. 1

-STOCZ Zstimate Percent Respondents ercent
1 327816,  1C.1 - 309. 12.0
> 192535, §e0 216. 8.4
3 454187. 14,0 . 231. ‘8.3 .
& 2569780 709 278- 10.7
5 3357647, 9.5 252, 9.8
7 1°8312%, 33.4 825, 31.3
Total 3241778+, 10G.0 2584, 180,73

Packacz® no. 2
STOC Estimate Perceht Respondents Percent

1 ~ 227854, 6.9 220, Bes

2 ' 205422, £.3 221. 8.7

3 5632629,  17.2 : 287. 11.3

& 111794, 2.4 156, 5.1

g 367763, 11,2 253..7 19.3

6 628153, 18,9 ‘ 448.  17.¢

7 f1s2353, 3g.4 960. 37.7
Total 3279214.- 100.5 2545. 130,90

Packace no, 3 .
STOC Z3¥timate Percent

Respondents Percent
1 309492, 9.2

279. ° 10.38,

2 363804, 9.0 5319 12.4
3 554845. y116.5 - 298. 11.5
q 1597790 \305 ~ . 159, 6-2
5 277991.  B,2 202. * 7.8
5 551035, 1%5.% $29. 16.%
7 1225825, 3g.3 ¥4, 34,7
Total 3373762. 1¢0.0 ‘ 258¢. 180.9
Package no. 4 . -t
STOC Estimate Percent Respondents Percent
1 248181, 7.9 - 278. :10.3
2 . 319291, 9.8 305. 1202
3 319s0¢. 2e1 236. 9.3
& 123465, 3.9 156, 5.1
' 344889, 11,0 299,  11.4

5
6 567344, 17.a %20, 15,3
'7 1245243, 39,5 861. 33,8
Total 3151813. jp¢.9 . 2546, 100.9

. 2
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.~ Tablq 2-55. (continued)

Package no. 5

STOC Zstimate Percent Respondents Percent
1 220354, ‘7.c @ 194. 7.5
2 267833, 8.5 . 323. 11.5%
3\ 268382. 8.5 R 247, 93
4 \\ 97446, 3.1 139. S5e¢3

., S 1 364267 12.5 290. 11.1

6 .652?01. ! ZC.B : §99, 19.1

7 1244803. 39.6 936.  35.9

t

Tota 3145283, ' 10C." 1 2508. 1C0.°¢C

Package no. 6

STOC Estinate Percent Respondents Percent
1 185708, 219, 8.5
2’ 280980, . 253.
3 2€7254., 234,
4 2%7392. 239,
) 348019, - 276.
5
7
t

712375. 516.
.17449C04. - 851.
Tota 3046532, . 2588. -
Package no. 7 .
-TOC Estimate Percent Respondents Percent
1 184282, .55 225.
2 318487 9.5 282.
3 430066. ! 12.9 239,
4 113986 / 3e4 _ 134,
5 .599455{ ,15.3 271.
6 710479, 21.3 © 5TRe
7 1272964, 32.1 869.
L 333970C»—_ 100.5 2579.

Package ng 8 [
STOC £stimate, Percent Respondents Percent
1 348781s. 11.4 , .284.
200468, 6.6 236.
244691. 8.6 225,
115377. 3.8 149,

2
3
4
3. 3B438B.. 12.6 319,
5
7
L

Tota

755919, ‘24.8 602,
1700222,  32.8 7964
3749846, 10%.0 2511,




s

Table

o

[ ’ Package no. S,
L/ STOC Estimate
A 1 230325,

r 2 260799.
4 3 4021473,

. [\ 116829.

[ 5 276911.

: 6 764391.

o N 7 1173680,

[l . Total 3224852.

Packa;e noe 10
ST
1 232566.
2 334795
3 491208,
4 158964.
.5 324543,
6 4
7 11433220,
| ' Total 3186196

' Package no. 11
! : ' STOC Estimate
: 1 302919,
321393,
338923,
85Cé1.
476348
629259,
1336665
3420568.

2
3
'
5
6
7
Total

! Package no.-12
STOC Estimate

’ . 179518.
! ' 2 323518,
: 336701.
165192.
37C¢284.
586239.
129689%.
3258351.

’

v

0C Estimate Percent

501603, -

-133-
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2-55« ftcontinued)
< 7
Percent Respondents Percent ® .
—oTel 251, 10.C
Bel 236. 9.4
12.5 318, 1207
366 157. Se3
Beb 21¢C. Be
23.7 534, 21.4
36 .4, 756 31.8
1C0.0C 25%2. 130.9 ¢

A

Responden#s Percent

¢ T3 194, Te7
1.5 289, 11.4 !
15.4 289. 11.1,
5.0 1547 5.1
1.2 . " -292, J11.6 b ]
1507 [ 4 ~ cho 1602
35,9 305, 35,3
10C.° 2523. 130.9
- P
Percent spondents Percent
8.7 . 284, 95
9,2 306. 11.9
9.7 270, 18.5
2. 111. 4.3
13. 2874 11.1
18.0 ‘477 18.5
38.3 / 883. 34.2 ’ 4
13C.C 2578. "100.9 .
Percent Respondents Percent
5.5 216, 863 i
9.9 3s1, 13,3
1C.3 267 103
5.1 188. . 7.3 - -
11.4 — 195.° 7.3
. 18.90 384. 14,8
39.8 984 . 373 .
10C. 2 25950 108.2
155
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\ Table 2-55.

Pafkage no. 13
STOC Estimate

1
2
3
'y
5
6
1
L

Tota

325440
3¢8651.
252631
146409
315546.
5598C5e.
1162592
3069084,

Package no. 1%
STOC Zstimate

1
) 2
3

4
S
6
7
Total

226691,

2833589
52C2446.
12923%.
469560
668814.
1129854.
3427487

AlL packages
STOC tstimate

1
2

3
4
5
6
1
L

Tota

253550,

279427,
18867,

14135%.,
369121, .

635786,
116719,7.
3234598,

Pe(cent
10.6
1t.1

8.2
4.8
10,3
18.2
37 48
100.9

éerc;z?
6

842
15.2
3.8
13.7
19.5
33.3
12C.0

»

Percent
7%
B.6

129
4.4
11.4
19,
36.1
106.0

(continued)

Respondents Percent

320

309.

231.

195.

* 245,
§29..

9C8e

2537,

Respondents Pe
228,
250.
287.
153.
308
« 337
868.
- 3533.

12.1
11.7
Be

oL ND~N
e o o o
O LUK P D

W

rcent
8¢5
9.3
10.9
58
11.53
29%.%
33.0
100.9.

Respondents Percent

3852
38%6.
3541,

. 2368.‘
' 3685
6730
12336.
36109,

9.5%
10.8
19.1

6e5
10.2
18.6
34,2
100.9
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‘Table 2:56. Weighted and unw
17-year-olds in

-135-

L

packages.

)

‘\

eighted percentages of
Year 11 by DOC for all

All packagesb

Year 11 Year 10 Year 11 Year 10
Unweighted . Unweighted Unweighted Weighted Weighted Weighted
2,09 sum percent » percent sum percent percent
2
1 7,517 20.8 26.6 503,260 15.6 21.5
2 6,074 16.8 21.3 675,505 20.9 26.1
3 6,730 18.7 10.1- 635,086 19.6 12.0
4 15,788 43.17 42.0 1,420,747 43.9 40.4
[4
Total 36,109 100.0 100.0 - 3,234,598 100.0 100.0

170

A )
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’ , DOC 1 and 2 showed decreases, while DOC 3 and 4 experienced -increases as
results of the ché'nge in sample allocation procedure. “Table 2-57 lists
Year 11 weighted and unweighted percentages by DOC and package. Table 2-58

presents percentages of Year 11 Age Class 3 sample schools by DOC, TOC, and

»~
sTOC. ‘ .o
. A
Table 2-59 ‘shows Year 10.and 11 weighted percentages of Age Class 3
eligibles by STOC and DOC. As in egch of the othér\ two age classes, the
) jor part of STOC 2 has come fron; DOC 1 and the remainder from DOC 2, with
i : the converse true for STOC 3. ’ ' . _ '
. As alrgady indicated, table 2-60 presents Year 11 weightéd and
. unweighted percentage of Age Class 1, 2., and 3 eligibles by STOC.for all
packages in each regibn. . —- t
) v .
] i ‘ ’ ’,
A ) -
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Table 2-57.

package NOe.

-137-

nistribution ot year 11 174year-old
estimated population and sample
respondents by poC and pack23€

1

p0C Estimate Percent Respondents dsercent

1 584345 8.0 ‘ 51C. 23.5
- 27103 9,4 - 367 142
- 619389, 19.1 473 183
5 14109a1l. 41,5 1134, 43.9

Total 3241778. 100.0 2584, 1003

Ppackage NOe

4

T2

pocC Estinate Percent Respondeﬁts Percent

1 . 440882. 13.5 §74. 18+ 56
25 807367. 286 443, 1T
3 . €20153. -18.9 ’ 448, 17.6
. § 1410812. 43-3\ 1180. {634
Total 32792164. 10060 2545. 100.3
4
Package, NOe. 3 . ' ¢
poc tstimate Percent - ReSpondents_°ercEnt
1 - 47CJ68. 13.9 506 19.5
2 B1734 2 26 .2 . 472 183
3 551C35e 15.4 . 429. 165
s 1535317«  83%5 1173.  45.5
Total 3373762 100.¢C 2580, 1060.0
.
Eackage NQe & . . - ]
noc Estimate percent Respondents sercent . -
1 5739&3. 18.2 575. 22.5
2 524C . 16.6 ’ 412, 16.2
3 56?344. 17.8 420. 16.5
4 1493424, 47.4 1139. 84,7
Total 3151813- 100-0 » 25&6_‘. ' 100-0
)

) Pacgage No.

oc Estimate Percent ~RFsporlg,rqts percent
! 75

1 460056, 14.6

5. 21.3

- 567869, 181 L) ade. 1803

49§, 19.1

1465157, 4646 ! 1138, 43.3%

2

2 6529C1. . 2Ce7
4

L

3145983, .10%.9 \ 268, 12042

~
-t 3

4~ >
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Table 2-57 .

g

Packagekno. 6

D0C Estimate

1 560575,

2 543075,

3 71237S.

& "123C612.
Total 3048532.

Package noe. 7
DOC Estimate

1 459356,

2 912919.

K 71%47%.

& 1257284¢.
Total 33397CCe.

s .

*Package; no.” 8
DOC Estimate

1 4C9298.

2 53I552¢.

2 75%9%19.
& 1349203.-
Total 3Ca9846.
Package no. S
DOC Estimate
1. 511338.

2 545144,

3 ' 764391,

4 147%3779.
Total 3224852.
Package no. 10.
70C Estimate

1 502659%.

2 86948,

3 521254,

4 1375%BS.
Total 31866196,

Percent
18.4
17.8
23.4
40.4

1¢0.0

Percent
13.7
27.3
21.3
37.7

1¢C. 90

Percent
T 13.4
"17.6
. 24.8

44,2 .

. 100.0

~

Percent
¢« 15.9
16.9
23.7
43,5
icc.0

Percent
15.8
2543
15.7
43.2

10%.°¢

(continued)

V4

Respondents 2ercent
582. 22453

426G, 16.2

516. 19.3

1279, 41.8

2588. 160.0
Respondents 2ercent
466 18.1

451, 17.5

573. 2242

1289, 42.2

2579, 160.9
Respondents,°ercent'
" 491, "-18.8

© 438, 16.8

602 2312

198¢C. 41.%

25611. 1C0.O
Respondents Percent
537. 21.5

384, 15.3

53a, 21.3

1047, 41,3

2502 120.2 -

Respondents "ercent
- 5Cl. 19.8
514, 20.8%

409, 16.2

1399. 43,56

2523, 163,13

L]

L)
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Table 2-57.

Package no. 11-

DOC Estimate
1 426159,
2 795565.
3 292589,
4 16039585,
L 3437568,

Y]

Package noe. 12
DOC Estimate

1 624554,

2 571141.

3 586239,

4 1476417,
Tqtal 3258351,

Package no. 13
DCC Estimate

1 51663C.

2 526618,

3 559804,

4 1486032.

Total

Package no. 14
DOC Estimate

1 506347,

-2 896n81.

3 668814,

4 1356545,
Total 3427487,

ALl packages
DOC Estimate
1 . 5032602

2 . 675575.
3 635286,
4 1420747,
Total 3234598,

3269084,

Percent
12.2
22.8
18.0
47,7

lce.c

8
Percent
19.2
17.%
18.%

45.3

160. 5

Percent
1.8
16.5
18.2
.48.4%
100.C

Percent
14,8
26.1
19.5¢

.3%.6
icc.0

Percent
15.6
2C.9

+19.¢
43.9

1364¢C
~

(continued)

-

Respondents dercent

376,
477.
1127.
2578.

18.5.°
. 19.3
18.5
43.7
100.90

Respondents Percent

664,
- 347,

384,

\ 1250,

- 2595,

£

‘2545
13.%
14.8
46,2

160.90

Respondents Peréﬁnt

569.
411.
429,
1228.
2637.

21.5
15.6
15,2
46.56
100.90

Respondents Percenﬁ?

511.
493,
537.

1092.

2533.

N

Respondents Percent

-

75174+

6074,
6730.
15188.
36109.

9.4
18.7
26. %
41.5

130.0

20.8, "
16.8
18.7 %-.
43.7
103.3

-

cnnn e
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Table 2-58
’ ;
Code
1
. 2
\ 3
'y
5
6
‘ 7
/—f':\
Jotal
/
\ .
s K
i
/ \
-~

~140-

-

Distribution of year 11 17-year-old sample
schools by DOCe TOCs anc STOC codecs
[] k .
pec TCC )
© - <
NO . Pcte. No. Pcte . Noe«
102 23.5° 76 1641 70
68 15.6 63 14.5 63
53 P2e2 38 . BeT" x8
212 48,7 264 607 31
X X X X
X X 3 X 53
X X X X 142
435 100.0 435 10C.0 415
Ve
t
E 4
_ / -
f\é -
) . L
;

iy




\ o , Nate -141- \
, . - S J T - _‘_“‘_\ o
‘- } .
' Table 2-39. Weighted percentages of I7-ye;r-olds ) ’
[ by STOC and DOGC : ’ \
Year 11 4
- s
) : " sTpC ~
r. pOC - —
’ 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Total
- , '
rz s~ 0.0 7.5 4.5 4.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 16.4
‘ \\‘ .
n 2 0.0 2.2 7.4 - 0.0 11.5 0.0 0.0 21.1
]
, 3 0.0 0.0 . 0.0 0.0 0.0 19.5 0.0 19.5
( [ . :
l 4 7.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 35.2 43.0
*- LY
{¥ Total 7.8 9.7 ' 119 4.4 1.5  19.5 35.2 “100.0 =
‘ i R . 4——_.—_1_’_—_’-;’/ \
t ) P Ca
| C g
3 , /
- Year 10 .. .
‘ ¢
STOC
. o
3 4 5 6 7 = Total
) L H .
! v 1 0.0 gf2 ¢ 3.5 11.0 0.0 mo\ 0.0 22.7
* 2 0.0 - /3.7 6.2 0.0 15.5 0.0 0.0 25.4
| .
3 0.0 30.0 0.0 *0.0 0.0 11.7 0.0 1.7
g 4 7.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 32.7 ,40.2
Total 7.5 11.9 9.7 11.0 15.5 11.7 32.7 100.0 .
| ‘ :
[ 4
’ ¢
- 17¢
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. Tabla 2-60. Distribution fof,Year- 11 estipated population and sample respondents by STOC, region and age.
. * - & . . 3 \
4 13
f : . E;un,éd population S Respondents
- ‘Region/STOC 1 2 3 - 5 . 6 7 Total 1 2 K 4 Se 6 7 Total
3 "—_‘- ] . J
* 9-Year-0lds ~
Northgast - . No. 41,179 83,134 76,109 , 106,756 327,867 750,064 297 1,291. 599 ?3 420 616 3,101 6,917
h pet. 5.6 11 10.1 -~ 6. 14.2 43.7 100.0 4.3 18.7 8.6 5 6.1 8.9 44.8 100 0
Southeast N&w *gy,130 49,727 Sl.awsmf’~ 159,575 366,374 785,876 980 180 483 458 577 1,126 3,022 6,826
Pct. 12.5 1.2 6.6 . 20.3 46 *100.0 14.4 6 1.1 6.7 g.4 16.5 44.3 100.0
Central No. - 1209602 .34,353 53,885 96,072 104, 131. 115,307 326,806 851,159 1,180 541 451 ggs 897 698 3,434° 8,080
. Pet.” 14.2 162, 63 11.3 12.2 © 13.6 38.4 100.0 1.6 6.7 .6 11.0 11.0 g.6  42:5 100.0
M el
2 i3
Vest No... ¢ 60,846 17,61.;_ 163,32 82,419 135,167 85,318 347,344 952,468 Ia6£ gg? 1,360 157 983 564 2,262 7,280 ™,
. Potu~ 6.4 17.2 .8.17 4.2 . 8.9 -36.5 ic0.0 6.6a 12.2 18.1 «10.4 3.5 1.1 31.1 100.0
- & 4 | L] - i
Total No. 321,457 204,856 34 267,692 364,651 466,956 1,368, 391«3 339,567 2,924 2,899 2,897 2,693 2,871 3,004 11,819, 29,103
g Pct. 9,6 6.1¢@ "10.4 8.0 10.9 14.0 41 100.0 10.0 10.0 9.9 9.3 9.9 10.3 40.6" 100.0
R -
: - " 13-Year-0lds : ~
Northeast No. 45,522 90,632 71,817 50,404 80,271 151,792 313,916 804,354 1,600 980 998 923 1,781 3,523 10,352
. . Pct. 5.6 11.3 8.9 6.4 10.0 18.9 39.0 100.0 5.3 -15.5 9.5 9.6 8.9 11.2 34,0 100.0
2 4
- Southessy,  No. 92,468 44,675 28,359 31,930 79,990 1747229 359,938 sn 589, . 1,096 654 389 419 813 1,73 4,600 9,512
- pet. -+ 11.4 5.9 3.5 3.9 9.9 ° 21.5 . 48.3 1oo 0 11.5 - 6.9, &1 4.4 B.6 xs.z 46,3 100.0 o
- ~ ] > 0 - -
- EEEE F'y R
Centrsl No. 129,285 3,985 110,625 15,395~ 62,498 153,329 273,911 869,028 1,879 - 8Q9 1,383 796 730 4,161 11,625 L, )
“ - Pct. 15.2 5.2 13;:0 - 8.9 1.4 18.0 23 100.0 16.1 * @#.0 1.9 6.8 19(’ 35.8° 1100.0 &
. v . . . . . N
G E . No 47,597 96,459 97,523 37, 008 179,854. 165,550 238,481, 862,472 7 603 1,101 1,351 681 2,292. 1,693 2,364 10,085
. Pct. 5.5 11.2 11.3 4.3 20.8 19.2 27.1 100.0° 6.0 . 10.9 13.4 6.8, 22.1 16. 8 23.4 100.0
. Totsl No. 316,872 275,75) 308,324 19%,737 402,613 644,900 1,186,246 3,327,443 4,116 4,164 4,103 2,894 4,358 7,084 14,855 41, 574
. Pct. 9.5 8.3 92 5.8 12.1 19.4 35.6 100.0 : 9.9 10.0 9.9 1.0 1.4 11.0 4.8 100.0
) . ~ . ' -, . . 17-2Re 0143 . - :
Northeast ~ No. 27,682 101,465 63,366 23,773 74,897 137,545 284,032 . 715,765 353 1,755 | 663 w62 810 1,385 3,023 8,451,
. Pct. 3.9 12y 8.8 3. 10.5°  19.2 291 100.0 - - 4.2 2000 7.8 .. 5.9 9.6 16.4 35.8 100.00 -
S e e L. L ., . a . ‘
] Southeast  No. " 95,248 ‘\‘Q szs - 28,219 26,102 83,737 948,228 348,177: 749,594 1,132 253 50 461 452 1,528 3 494 17,827
. . Pet. 12.7 ,6! 3.8 3.5 .27 198 - 46.4 - 100.) .qL.5 3.2 6.5 st9 5.8 1955 4. 6 190.0
s, . L . . S T
' ) ‘Gantrsl “No. 93,092 .70, sst. 1)35 870 25.6% 98,825 175,990 315.9.1’ 918,727 1,599 896 805 ws 1,201 2,03« 3 469 -10,439 .
Pct., f\ 10.1 4 1. u.s 3 107 19.2 34 100.0 o 172 85 7.7 5.7 1.4 19.4 32.] 100.0
. L] . . . . ., . - . R
West . No. 39,528 a7,saz4 161,352 °59,988 'n.hsa,.m,m 219,074 850,509, = « 368 - 992. 1,666 > 850 -1,223 1,783 450 9,332
Pst. b 0.3 19.0 ,1-0 iR 20.4 25.8 100.0 . 3.9 106 11.9 9.} 13.1 '19.1 25,3 100.0
Totsl No. 253,550 279, 427 388,867 131,350 9,121 ‘635,086 1, 167 197 3,234,598 3,452 3,896 3,641 2,368 3, 686 6¢130 12,336 36,109
Pct. _1 8.6 12.0 , 4.4 11.4 19.6 36.1 100.0 .. 9.6 10.8 10.3 6.5 w.2 18»6 3.2 100. o
FRIC  17/-- ‘ v ' < :
N - . ‘. . v ' R
. LN * ' i J
. ( * . N L d R L 4 .




2.7 Historical Fil‘é:w__ : - «

A historical computer Tile of.districts and schools selected for,
National Assessment in Years Olo' throygh 06 was created during operational
Year 07. In Year 08, this file was .uPdated to inglude districts and schools

selagted, for assessment in Years 07 and- 08.° Due top budgetary constraints
¢ .
t& historical file was not updated to include districts and schools select-

ed for assessment in Year 09 or 10. Ne1ther were STOC codes addeg to the.

file for schools selectgd for assessment-i‘n Years 04 through 08. In Year

4
11, work was begun on updating " the file for Years 9, 10, and 11', to be

N : - . ¥
completed in Year 13. . o

2.8 Yeagx 11 Efficiency Studies .
N . '

: ‘Work on Year -11 Efficiency Studies was begun in late 1980, to be

completed in 1981.

.

2.9 Response Experience . ) ) *

The schools selected in Year i1 are classified in table 2-61 by region

and age class. As noted, kthes‘e figures i*hncnlude‘d schools which were selected
» g ~
for partxcxpatmn in Year 11 after the 1n1t1a1 secondary sample had been

selected (i.e., new schools, sample schools with grade range changes whxch

.

\iere' added to the sample, and - replacement schools). A total of 1, ‘740

schools was selected for the Year 1] gample: 608 for Age-Clasgrl, 642 for

Age Class 2, and 490 for Age Class 3. T

-

The schools which were added to /the initial Year 11 secondary sample

-

- j M - . .
are clas!:Led by region and age class in table 2-,&21 0f the 54 schools

!dde% three were selected as a result of sample updatmg» perat1ons
updating operation,s consisted ‘of the following’ acztivities: ) new
{\ . . . N

with eligibles in selec}ed Mstricts were given a ch\an”ce to ‘enter,
; « / 4 L]
¢

sample on a probability basis; (2) 'sa’mple schools which had undgrgone grade
N Y ) ’ ’ \ v

\
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‘Table 2-61. Number of schoc\ﬂs selected in Year 11 sampley b
‘. > . . L. 2
Region 1 Region 2 Region 3 = Region 4 Total
Age c@s 1 " 138 135 191 154 608
A' " . L]
) Age Class 2 154 145 192 151 642
Age Class 3 Co107 103 145 - 135 490
. - s
Total Year 11 Sample 399 | 373 . 528 440 1,740 -
| . Y Includes schools selected for participation in Year 11 after ‘the initial
| secondary samplé’ had been drawn. v , ’
Y ‘ | : '

Table 2-62. Number of schools added to initial Year 11 secondary Sample after
' initial decondary sample selection

-

Y
e eeoo .l ..l 4w -..... Regionl  Region2 ' Region 3. Region4 . Total
Age Class 1 ¥ 2 1 0 13 16
Age Class 2 6 ' 4 L 4 - 4. 18
. V4
Age Class 3 —6 ‘ . ; .2, ' 9 20
. . ® 3/
« Aotal Year 11 Sample 14 - 8. . 6 126 54
’ 2/ . = : - .
=" Three were selected as a result of sample updating operations.
/- 4 Lt ]
- .
4
i N - .
D P v
}‘/D/' ) i
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pamm—
. Ll

range changes such that they now had eligibles for a previously uncqnsider-

red age class were also given a cq5;25 to enter the sample on a probability
. . . ° 4 .
basis. The remaining 51 of the 54 additional schools were selected as

replacements for ‘refusals. - .
| ~
Table 2-67 summarizes the Year 11 school response experience by age

L)

class. For Age Class 1, 92.1 percent of the selected schools participated;

S—r
o L}

'83:2 percent of the selected schools participated at Age Class 2; and 84.1

percent participated at Age Class 3. Across the entire sample,}g total of
v .

86.6 percent of the selected schools'participated. Schools were classified

| o—

. >
as nonparticipants either because they tefused, were closed, had no eligible

-y
i

4 v

P respondents, or for other reasons. Classification of selected schools by
. ’ L4
1 : ) these nonparticipation categories is also included in table 2-63.
Year 11 school cooperation is, K summarized in table 2-64. Based 'on the

- originally selected schools, less those schools which were found to be
; \ J ~ )
‘ . closed or no longer have in-range grades, the Year 11 cooperation rate was

'92.9 percent. 00T Y

/

Tables 2-65 and 2-66 present summary data,'by agé class, on the number
. » -

éndApercentages of sessions completed and students assessed during Year 11.
. . .

Table 2-65 shows data.bniy for regular assignﬁents, while table 2-66 presents

summary data only for standby assignments. Included in these tablés are
t - R . ]

the results of the non‘espondent followup conducted }n Age Class 3 assessment.
. . )

Session gompletion rates for regular assignments ranged from 98.8 Lo

[

100.0 percent. Session completiod rates for standby assignmgats ranged

* from 72.7 to 89.5 percent. Students assessed in regular assignments ranged

N\ from 78.9 to 90.1 percyat. " Students assessed in sténdby assignments‘tangedf‘
from 88.5 to 93.3 percent.‘ : N : o "
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‘ Table 2-63. Summary of school response im Year 11 sample  + ]
| : .
L ] r
2t =
‘Age Class 1 \ Age Class 2 Jage ﬁf%ss 3 " Total Sample
« ‘ Percent . Percent J Percent . "Percent
. No. of Total . No. of Total o. of Total No. of Total
Assedgment 560  92.1 534 83.2 412 84.1 1,506 86.6
Conducted ’ "
Refused 32 5.3 41 6.4 46 9.4 119 6.8
» 'Closed 6 1.0 10 . 1.6 2 0.4 18 1.0
No Eligibles 10 1.6 » 54 8.4 28 5.7 92 5.3
Enrolled ‘ . /
: , I3
Other - 0 0.0 YV 0.4 22 0.4 5 0.3
. 7
Total Sélected 608 100.0 642 100.0 490 100.0 1,740 100.0

1/

One school se
existence; also,
to be in nontampl
of schools

2/

These schools

lected in the sample for the Northeastern Region was not in
two schools in the sample for the Central Region were found
e count1es and, thus, were eliminated from the Year 11 sample

4

were found to be 51tuated 1n a county outside of the PSU in

S
-

I

14
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o
l B ) Table 2-64. Summary of school cooperation in Year 11 sample
A - ’ . =
', ", Age Age . Age Total
t e : " ) ¢ Class 1 Class 2 Class 3 Sample
[ / N s . :
No. of originally selected 590 623 467 1,680
r schools (&) . » . . :
- . - P °
b
s No. of original out-of-range . -, 8. 16 6 30
[ or closed schools (B) C
: No. of original refusal 32 41 IAA 117
U ' schooly (C), - . 7
Cooperation rate (A(.T?%;—C oo 94.5% 93.2% 90.5% 92.9%
o |
. ,
i A ¥
4. . . . —_—
+ !. ”
| A
g \ ) N\
{ ’l
e P8
v LI ]
N (
«” ] h , ) ’
* )
| iy §
( : ]
g .
. v . =
. |
N = 1s :
~J
/ o

Ll
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Table 2-65. Numbers and percents of session$eampleted, pagka%es
administered, and students assessed Yéemx 11 regular -
assignments - ' if

A}
' * ~
Group packages
. Students
Students actually
expected " assessed
' Sessions Sessions to be completloh
. assigned completed assessed! rate?
AN : g N
'\\\ Age Class 1 / Number 1,764 4  1,764° 32,200 29,013
. Percent . 100.0 . - 90.1
. Age Class 2 Number 712,380 -2,§52 48,295 41,488 ¢
C & v Percent ~ . 98.8 - 85.9
. Age Class 3 Number 2,455 = 2,425 46,627 36,027
2 Percent . 98.8 78.0 ,
. ) | S v N
- " Total T - Number -~ = -~ 6,399 © 6,541 - - 127,122 - --166,52
: Pexcent . 99.1 . , 837
— ~ - - =
- Adjusted to the lower of the number of students ass1gned to be assessed
in each sample school or the number of el1g1bles enrolled in each sampl&
L scheol a . .
L - A e .- o LY S
2
. Completion rate for Age Classes 1 and 2 is ratio of ,the number of students

assessed to the number of students expected to be assessed -For Age Class 3,
it is (1) the initial response rate (no. assessed + nb. expected to be assessed
in the“initial sessions) plus, (2) the percentage. of nonrespondents in followup |

schools times the followup response rate. «
. ~ .
— ~ r .
: R -~
‘ -
v * -
A
’ <
= .
»
' . ~
‘\\,i ' *
' '
- /’
~ .
’ v
4+
- ¢ [
o
. /
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' TablelZ-b6. Numbers and percénts of sessions completed, packages
. admlnlstered «and students aSsessed Year (11 standby

assignments
&
. | .
u ~
v - & " Group packages

\ : R ' ' Students

. - Students actually

i + expected assessed

N . . Sessions  Sessions to be completion
. assigned completed agsessed! rate?
Age'Class 1 Number S U 17" 165 . 146
.Percent 89.5 88.5 .-

. . 3} ‘ —— :“'

. . Age Class 2 Number 50 - 440 210 196

" Percent 80.0 93.3

Age Class 3 Number 22 16 124 112

! Percent . 12.7 : 90.3

X . )
Total Number - 91 y.. 73, 499 454
: Peréent = T T 80.2 - 91.0

(]

1 .
_Adjusted to the lower of the number of-student503551gned to be assessed
in €ach sample school or the number of e11g1b1es enrolled in each sample
school. ‘\

U g R o A T e

‘~: Completion rate for Age Classes 1 and 2 is ratio of the number of students
assessed to ¢he number of students expected to be assessed. For Age Class 3,
it is (1) the initial response rate (Mp. assessed + no. expected to be assessed
in the igitial sessions) plus,:(2) the percentage of nonrespondents in “followup
schools “times the followup response rate.

S .

Vi

"
—
!
\
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2.10 Accessibjility Status of 17-Year-Old Nonrespouadents

A Y

"In Year 11,4three nonrespondents per 1}7§ear-old school were selected
' »

" and a form was completed for them to determine whether they were accessible

L] 4 . -
«
or 7znaccessible. In nonfollowup schools, an initial package was selected

. 4 «
.and thr;: nﬁnrespondcnts were selected. In followup schools, a followup
. ’ ’ L

package was- identified from which the three nonrespondents were 'selected.
! AY

The nonrespondent package was identified on a separate package assignment

& . '
form for each school. This form also included random numbers for selection

4
-
«

of sample individuals.

. . . a ‘
Nonrespondents to each nonrespondent package were numbered down -the

right hand side of the Group Administration Schedule (GAS). Some schools

" .
noted that selected students were dropouts, transfers, or ineligibles after

» ‘ 7 .
assessm Some District Supervisors were omitting ~students from

nonresponse form and others were including them. To keep field proce-
o~ . s

‘ e

-t
- -~~~ they were located befsre ot &fter 'gSs‘essmé‘q_t.‘ “A copy of the/GAS tearoff

N

N

&

$

qﬁgzésning the numbered frame was mailed to RTI along with- the noﬁreépondent
f\' )

~ v i '

\L/,forﬁ. Selected nonrespopdents were identified'by line number on the non-

. . . »-
respondent form (see appendix 6) and by having tHeir frame number circled on

thé_GAS tearoff. All selected nonrespondents who were noted as transfers,
L}
dropouts, dr {ncligible before assessment were lined aut and were naot
included in the sample which was tabblated. All transfers, dropouts, and
ineligibles after assessment were hot lined out and were included Gﬁ the
tgﬁulatapn. <L o (/
. . N . .
Table 2-67 summarizes the results.of the tabulation of accessibifuty
( status for the sample of 958 17-year-old nonfespondents. Inaccessible

. students were counted as those who were ineligible, not enrolled, temporari-
. PO [

.., 1y away but é&pectcdrto return, temporarily away but not expected to return,

-

" 1%,

"dures simple, all dropouts, tfansfgis, and ineligibles were numb¢red whether,




Table 2}67. Atcessibility Status for Sample of Nonresponding 17-Year-Olds

-

enrolled, No.
but No. enrolled -don't

not return know

No. enrolled, No.
No. attended more than temp. away,
A day- in last 30 ? expect to return

Total

No.
ineligible not enrglled

Region

Northeast 11 200 ' 232
182

Southeast - fi’%

Tt @l

1]

West

Total 13

.

Inaccessible students °
v

Ineligibile ;
Not' enrolled
Temp. away - return

Temp. away - not return )
Temp. away = I don't know ////’

Y
~ Percent
age of nonrespondents who were inaccessible = 20— 100 o St
= g5 X 10 10% (No Show Study

-
i ’
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N
e r.

- .

-

and temPorarily away and not known whethér they would ;turn or mot. A .

«tot»'al of 98 or 10% (98/958), of the tabulated nonrespondents were classified I-.

»

as inaccessible, Igethe Year 10 pretest of this procedure for checking the E
. . 0

attendance status of nonrespondents, the inaccessible percentage was 13%;

21%.

in the No-Show study conducted in Year 04, the percentage inaccessible was [
It is possible that the decline in the percentage inaccessible since [

Year 04 is due to implementation of procedures for . updating the student . E

\ .
sampling frame prior to sample selection. When the No-Show study Wwas

L , conducted, the 17-year-old sample was not selected early and ‘updated.

N o,

3 -

_Updating the sample llikely has cauged the_ schools to clean the lists more

wr it

‘thoroughly for inacce§sibles.

*2.11 Special Probl‘ems and Recommendations

T

The followup procedures "implemented for 17-year-olds appear to have

’
* Ry
/

L .
» been effective in increasing the response rate to an' acceptable level.

- - P O e ‘- g

i r ~ Similar procedures should continue to be followed. : © 3 l1
|
|
|
l
|
1

t

!
’
-
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)' 3¢ SUPPLEMENTARY FRAME, A':SSESSMEN_T

3.1 ‘Overview

It is estimated that perhaps 9 to 10 percent of all 16-% to 17-%-year-

olds are not enrolled in sécondaryzschools when the in-school Age Class 3

©
.

assessment is conducted, and the Supp'lementary Frame assessment is designed
to collect NAEP data from a probability sample of thlS portion of the Age
Class 3 populatlon. For Year 11, the Supplementary Frame /assessment target

popula.tion was operationally defined as ‘individuals born in the. period

October 1, 1962 through Septémber 30, 1963, and not enrolled in NAEP-

eligible elementary “.or secondar.y schools anytime during March or April

1980. Excluded from the target populati;qn ‘.were '‘nonreaders, non-English

speaking indivi«dpuals, persons living out of the country, and individuals

i a?:emed .incapable of giving meaningful responses due to mental or physical

('Y . . i

impairment.

-

As in previous years, the NAEP Age Class 3 in-school sample served as
b J

%n. ‘The NAEP Age Class 3 schools

~

. ¢
the basis for the Supplementary Frame d

4

led at a rate of one-half to -iden-

“

in each .of the 83 Year 11 PSUs were

tify the SupplemegtaryﬂFr‘ame school subsample. A ‘total of 209 schools vere
asked to participate for this phase t’the assessment by providing lists of

potentially- eligible discontinuers fo?. the thre; [most recent school wears

 { .
and, for schools hav1ng twelfth grades, lists.of potentlally eligible early

———
— -

graduates. Cooperatlon was YECEIVEd from 207, or 99 percent, of the -

- 4 >

. F ] :
schools asked to participate for list compilation. After receipt fromithe

schools, the discontinuér and early graduate’ lists were screened to eli-

‘ minate persons with ineligible 'birthdates' and duplicate listings, and to

{ - ’

.




’ ’ . . %
- establish the final stage sampling frame of potentially.eligible indi-
/ i , ' ) .
o , viduals for ezch school.- A sample of 965 discontipuers and 131 early

<

graduates was selected from the sampling frame.

. . ‘ .
® The field staff attempted to Tocate each of the individua{i in the

sagple and assess those found to be éligible. Respondents vere given the

s

. opportunity to complete up to three of the assessment packages and were

remunerated at the rate of §5. ?0 for one, $10. 00 for two and $20.00- for

’ three completed packages. A total of 1,004 individuals, or about 92 pbf-
’ ” ‘ ' ‘

cent of those in the sample, were located for screening; 752 of these were
"y

.+ determined to be eligible; and 651 participated. Respondents completed a -

total of 1,916 packages, or an average of 137 responses for each of the

”~

fourteen instruments, a yield of about 9.5 percent above the design goal of

125 responses per instrument.
|

. Survey weights, adjusted for nonresbonse, were computed for the com-

R

.

: / X .
. . pleted packages and were delivered to National ‘Assessment on magnetic tape.
L 4

* Summary taleations and other relevant documentation were transmitted

3

concurrently with the weight tape.

3.2 Samﬁ?&hg Plan Development -

~
National Assessment provided the following initial specifications for

the Year 11 Supplementary Frame assessment:

¢ (A) - Out-of-school 17-year-olds were to be assessed from Age Class 3
’ - school discontinuer, lists and early graduate lists;, -

(B) The birthdate range definition for 17-year-olds in she Supple-

B mentary Frame assessment was to gpincide with the definition
. employed for the Year 11 in-school assessment;

. (C) A probability subsample of approx1mate1y one-half the NAEP Age
Class 3 schools should be selected in the Year 11 PSUs

(D) The sample should be designed to yield approxamately 125 _responses
for each of fourteen packages;
‘¢,

A - . e

. . * . . _'1’(“\1 . ,
ERIC - R |
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o

éEz Respondents should be permitted to complete up’ to three of khe

(‘ Age Class 3 packages. ‘ iy
) The sahﬁ idg plan for tge Supplementary Fra%e 7é;essment'was developed
. [f | . id‘accordance>withtthe fq;egoing specifications baseh on the Year 07 suIVe§
) - " experience ;ngexPected'Year 11 results. ' ‘
It o The spec?ficétions éélled fo; 125 responses for each of, the .fourteen
{' cinstrumeﬁts, or appro;imately 1,750 Cémple?edapackages, in total. 'Rkﬁpond-
ents wexe expected to complete ‘an average of 2,96 pacEBges and the éxpected
! ‘ , R
i [}’ ’ overall participation rate was Ssvberceni, hence, thet*sample was designed
(” ‘to éqntain : ’ .‘ ‘ . ‘
. . G 1,096 ~ /
L . .
i botentially eligible individuals, I (’ !
A ' ' . & -

L4

. . 3.3 School Jelection ”

. A half-sample of the NAEP Age Class 3 schools was selected in each PSU

. to comprise the Supplementary Frame school -sample. -Within each of the

PSU$, the NAEP Age Class 3 sample schools were divided into tﬁg sets, which
3 - ‘ ' ,
vere ¥alanced to the extent possible on the number of schools, size of

scE?ols,'SES strata, and 17-year-old enrollment. One of the two groups was’

» Sélécted from eacﬁ PSU Qith probabi}ity fqual to one~half. The Supplement-

atyiFréme schools were designated the school data fi%es-aﬁg on the List

. of .Schools Selected for each P vhich wéré mailed to"lhe District Spper-
’ ‘ .

N\ visor prior to initial meetings with schoj principals.

¢ Approxi%gtely half of the ney schd®s subsequgntly identified and

ichosen for add&tiou to the NAEP Age Class 3 sample were selected for inclu-

sion in the Supplementary Frame sample. fhe number of Supplementary Frame

‘

schools by regiom is presented in table 3-1.

i
» '
: o . -
rd - .

0 ‘ - &
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Ta%le 3-1. Yeaﬂ 11 Supplementary Frame sample schools by region

-
. »
~ °
, [

Total - :
] Supplementary Dropped NAEP . Asked
' hegion *  Frame schools . from sample refusal . to participate
. Northeast 83 . - 2 .6 s 45 /
Southeast 54 4 <3 YY)
P .
_ Central n , 2 4 65
\ . 1
Vest _61 2. ) 2
Total 239 .10 20 - " 209
dor : . “.
Closed, no Age Class 3 grade, or no eligible enrolTment.
A ,. - I .
. Since the total school sample for 17-year-olds adequately represents
. - ’ ' A
T . ' the wvarious subpopulat1ons of interest, a 50 percent subsample of the

4 ‘
schools, selected with equal probabilities, also is represent5t1ve of the

N “ .7 / * [ 4

subpopul#tions.

-

- 3.4 Dropout and Early Graduate Framé’Construction and Sample Selection

»

Supplementary Frame snmple scheols were asked to provide .lists of

individuals whose b1rthdates .were in the range which defined Year 11 173'

l
- year-olds (10/1/62 through 9/30/63), and‘who left school during any of the

academic years 1977-78, i97§-79, ox 1?79-80. The l1st1ng was to include
students who failed to return to school following snmner vacation‘and who
were not ‘known to have enrolled in another school Distont‘inuers whose
birthdates were unknown were also’ listed. Not to be 1ncluded in the list- -
ing were itudents who reentered school and who wepe enrolled at the time of

-

Age Class 3 assessfment, nor students who transferred directly to.other

e e | $
. schools. For each listed 1nd1v1dual the last known address was obtained,
Q . : ‘
IERJ!:. . and whenever posnblel the birthdate and the parents names and. address.

»_ Provided by ERIC - ] 1‘) 4 )
i . ! + . ~
r

—
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\ " .
' . , ,
-~ Supplementary Frame sample schools. which had a twelfth grade wer®
¢ . N ’ . N N LN A \
asked to provide a 1ist{of persons whose birthdates were in the range which

L4

definadd_Year 11 17-year-olds, and who had graduated prior to the Year 11

Age Class 3 1in-school assessment. Subsampling :was dsed for searching
- g .
sghool graduate records for the desired early graduates in J}arge schools.

Two ‘of the four alphabet sectors A-D, E-K, L-B, and S-Z was selected using

simple random samplfng. ‘In schogls with more than 250 gréduates per year,

—

only the records’ for graduates whose last names fell within either of the

brescribed alphabet sectors needed' to be searched‘for early graduates. In

smaller dchools all graduate records were to be searched for the early

3 ' .
graduates. For emrly graduates identified through this screehing process,
) .
the schools were asked to provide addresses, ‘birthdates, and parents' names

]

and addresses.

The school ‘discontinuer and darly graduate lists were forwarded to

1

. . <

RTI's sampling staff after receipt from the field. Receipt’of the lists
was recorded. and a record was made éf requested information which was not

provided due to refusal, nonavailability, or other reasons. The lists were
’ ' -
revieved for legibility and adherence to list acquisition spegifications,
\ - e .

and apy resulting problems or questions were reported to RTI's National
Assessment édministration Center for resolution.

The discontinuer and early graduate lists from each school were‘cleri-
cally scan?%d to identify a;d delete ineligible individuals and duplicate;,

and_ the edited lists were serially numbered to facilitate sample selection.

N

Since PSUs and schools were selected with probabilities approximately

]

proportional to the estimated numbe; of 17-year-81ds, an equal allocation
of sample individuals to replicates was used. The Year 11 PSU sample was

comprised of eight oné-replicate PSUs,. ?1 two-replicate PSUs and .four
. " .

©185 | :

:
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three-replicate PSUs. " Therefore, the desired sample of i,096 individuals ¢
Vs H oo

» . . .
could potentfally* be allocated to 4« total of 162 replicates, yielding an

average allocation of 6.77 sample <individuals per replicate. It was anti- .
. . . * » Al !
cipated,,howaverfgthatjfop some PSUs no lists of discontinuers or early
. LR M ’ : s <
NS - . ’ .
. graduates would be'submitt'd,\due either to éfl sample schools refusing or

¥

. ’ 3 ;-
reporting that their records “disclosed no age eligible‘i jviduals., It was

also agticipdted ipaﬁ some f&rther loss would be expef{enced due to cases

\\\ in which the anumber of potentially eligible individuals reported would be

»

less than the sample allocation for the PSU. Rather ‘than fix a specific

, : '
allocation of the sample Wased on prereceipt estimates these anticipated
. . ) 4 ' . ‘
losses, an iterative allocation plan was employed. An initial ‘allocation
2 . - . -2

! ! . 7
of the desired 1,096 sample cases-to PSUs based on numbex of replicates was

performed incorporating the listing results known at that/{gme.~'THen, as

/ . . .
the list compilation proceeded and specifjc instances of loss from the

degired ailbcaxions were ident;fied, the 'sample allocation.was adjusted to
;ssure that the target yiel& of 1;096 sample casés would be achieved. This
all&cation adjustment procedire was repeated several ti@es as sample sei;c-
ltion bfocqeded, with adjustments being @ade only for PSUs in which student®

& .
sampling was yet to be performed. '

L

In the final allocation, most one-replicate PSUs were allocated 7 or 8

cases; most two-replicate PSUs were allocated 14 or 15 cases; and most
n. * ' s '
three-€$p11§ate PSUs were "assigned 21 or 22 cases. The final average
. , .
- replicate‘al}bcatibn-was 6.85 (1,096 + 160) cases, since in one two-repli-

- cate PSU no sample was possible because all- three Supplementary Frame
sample schools were NAEPsrefusals. A reduced sample was necessary in eight

. PSUS due to listinglshortaqes, and in these cases all listed individuals
L . . N

were included in the sample.

" »

S B PR ~




. (I?Q), was prepared for each sample individual. Information entered on the

. g . -160- : .

14

Within PSUs, the student sa:FIekwas 4llocated to the two sampling

- frames (discontinuer.lists and early graduate lists) usiné a,strategy which,

’

PSUs, SPIIY graduates were included in the sample with certainty~ In order

to control representation from both frames, however, early graduates were
. ' R " + . . .

not permitted fo constitute more than half a PSU's sample: allocation,

unless the total numMber of potentially eligiblq dﬁscontfnuers‘reported for

the PSU was_ insufficient to fill out the specified sample allocation.

" Within each PSU, the discontinuer sample was allocated to schools

-

using a procedure which Bpproximately equalized the overall inclusion

‘probabilities of sample discontinuers in the PSU. A similar procedure was

—

used for allocating the early graduate sample, whenever necessary. Simple
. ) - 7 - .

random 'selection was used to specify sample individuals within® schools.

‘ v

The described allocation and sélection procedures were implemented and
a sample of 1,096 individuals was selected--965 discan;inuers and'131\ear1y

graduates. A field instrument, the Individual Screening Questionnaire

-
5 .
ISQ included the individual's name, last known address, parents' names ang

address, iddividual's birthdate and date left school, és reported from

school records. Any peripheral information provided from the school

records which might have been helpful in locating the .selected individual

‘was also recorded. All samp}e-séléction and I1SQ preparation was completed

by June 6, 1986. C ‘ -
, T . /o
3'5 Package Assignment : S

National Assessment specyfied that the Year 11 Supplementary Frame

assessment be conducted uﬁing‘the 14 Year 11 Age Class 3‘in-scﬂqol Reading/

Literature packages. Each respondent was to be permitted to complete up Yo

optimized the ‘number of the scarce early graduates 'in the sample. In most




three packzges, including associated backage supplements. A backg'round

‘questionnaire’ was to be wdministered- to each respondent prior to package
< . N .
e . .
administration to ensure its completion.

-

Package assignment specifications were provided by National Assessment

-~

- and consisted of a listing of' 110" ordered package triplets o;.' sets, w'hich
con}omed to a éomplex set of pacl;aging.protocol const'raints. Procedures
* weré to be implxemen'ted by RTI which mrade. assignment of any of the 110

triplets to a respondent equally ‘Iike{l‘y. A . !
- RTI's National Assessment Adminis.tration Center (NAAC) prepared a -l_ist

of Interviéwer ID numbers and the number of package sets-to be assigned to
’ ' .

each. Using. these specifications, 1,100. package assignment labels were

L

generated, divided into 32 i_hterviewe‘r sets. The package assignment labels

L]
r

were delivered to NAAC on April 29 for use in pPreparation of the field
. \

materials. l
v
v o : :
. Each label designated the set of thrae Packages to be assigned to a
!

respondent and prescx'-i\bed the order ©f administration for the packages. A
" unique four-digit number was -given to each bel and 'served to identify the
respondent to whom the package set was administered. Package sets were to

t

be 3ssigned to 'respondents’ in the sequence of the Jlabel identification

x'n.unbers.

The packaging protocol constraints yielded. an u.nequa'l probability
allocation of packages. For three-packageﬁpondents, the pr'obabili‘ty of
assignment:. of packages 1-.:5 was .0667; th}: probability of assignment of -

packages 4-14 was .0727. For respondents t-wh_'o cow)leted only one or two

packages, the package assignment probabilities were much more unequal.

3.6 Support of Field Operat\ions /

b

C Continuous supfort of the "{ield operations was: provided during” the

Q " " .planning and conduct of the Ycar\l Sﬁpplementary Frame assessment. The

; (
. I'J .lu‘%)
/
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. L -l62-

major tasks and activities performed jnlsupport of field operations were as

follows:

(A) Review and update the f1e1d instrument (Individual Screenirg
" Questionnaire); [ J

(B) Production of package assignment labels;

(C) Participation in trgining for the Supplementary Frame assesshen;;

(D) Resolution of field questions regarding application.of eligibi-
+ lity criteria and proper completion of field instrument;

(E) Review of compleieq field instruments. ’ \

3.7 Weight Computations

-

3.7.1 Program Development and Data Preparation

-
i

Recommendations for the Year 11 Supplementary Frame weight computa-.

A}

‘Eéons and nonresponse adjustments were submitted) to National Assessment for

‘'review. After approval, programming specifications for computing'the Year

11 weights’ were prepared and SAS computer brograms were developed for
implementation of the weighting procedures.

Data appropriate to computation of Supplementafy Frame weights wene\\

W .

~assembled from the following sources:

~ ‘ N

(A) Age Class 3 in-school data files;

(B) Supplementgry Frame assessment list acquisition records and
sample selection records; )

‘.
() COmpl\\ed Individual Screen1ng QUESthDﬂ&ll‘S (1SQs);

(D) Scored Background Questionnaire/package file.

In preparation for weight computations, Individual @kmequpg Question-

naire data were edited and réconciled with sampling records and the Back-
¥

" ‘ ‘

™
ground Questionnaire data.

- )

3.7.2 Weights for School Discontinuérs

£ 7

Package weights were computed for the 556 out-of-scthi 17-yéar-o}ds

assessed from the school discontinuer list sample as follows:
- - ?"

L4
19




N
N

we1ght applicable. to package-o0 responses given by -
discontinuer respondent-k of school-j of PSU-ij;

1 ! 1

P(Discentinuerjijk) -+ F,. ‘.
. ij  Tr,s ij

a (a) B () O (E) (@

~—

, ; ) \
Definitions and computational procedures for the seven terms of the weight

Y

expression followg ) : S J/

(A) .P(Discontinuer-ijk) overall sample inclusion prebability
for discontinuer-k of school-j of
. PSU-i;

P(PSU-i) -P(School- JIPSU-1) (0.5)- D
P(D1§cont1nuer kISchool J), where

: - B(esu-1i) probability of selecting PSU-i for the
/) Year 11 in-school primary sample;
) . ‘
P(Schwol-j|P-i) probability of selecting school-j for the
Year 11 in-school assessment, given the
selection of PSU-ij;

probability of selecting sghool-j for the
Supplement®gy Frame sample, given its
selection for the Year 11 in-school
sample;

probability that the alphabet sector
containing discontinuer-ijk*g/name was
listed by school-j; for a few Supple-
mentary Frame sample schools with
anticipated large numbers of discon=
tinuers, listing was done for only
half the alphabet, based on discon-
tinuers' last names;

"

1.0 if school-j listed entire alphabet;

0.5 if school-j listed a random half of
the alphabet; ’

probabil;ty of select1ng d1scgnt1nuer-k
from the lists prov1ded by school-j of
PSU-i, given the selection of school-j
for the Supplementary Frame sample;

*where
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.
'

1
s
L
s
1
-
B .
[
+
"

-
t
b
Y
i

|

-

. - ™ {

L]

= pumber of discontinuers selected from

n..
H school~-j for the Supplementary‘Frame sample;
N.. = npumber.of potentially eligible discon-
1) tinuers identified from lists provided F}
. by school-ij. ) . 3

L]

The weight terms invblving the factors Fi c P 5 Ai, and Zr'are >~

j’ r,s’ 1ij

adjustments for various levels of nonresﬂ?nse, as follows:

~

(B) ‘." F.. = estimated proportion of school-ij's 1977-80
1) potentially eligible discoantinuers covered
. . ) : by the lists provided by the school; dis-

continuer lists werg requested for the
three academic years\1977-78, 1978-79,
and 1979-80, but some schools did not-
submit lists for all three school years;’
r . : N .
S 3
: ' . = X I _B_, where
’ P=1 p P
- . 1 if schoolfijlresponded for acangic
, . year-p (year 1 = 1977-78, year 2 =
. | 1978-79, ahd year 3 = 1979-80) by
’ either providing a list of discon-
tinuers or reporting that their
records contained no potentially
~ eligible discontinuers for that year;

“ , L]
g\otherwise, and

B = the unweighted proportion of sample
schools' 1977-80 potentially eligible

. discontinuers who left, school duripg:

. , . : academic year-p (computed using only

the data from sample schools providing
complete ‘information); « ’
g ox. .

& 1 2 here N
NI A v L

ij ;‘.f ;

[}
oy
i

1 if school-ij responded for all three
academic years by either providing
discontinuer lists or stating that

4 ) their records contained no potentially .,
T eligible discontinuers, i.e.,

3 ¢ 7 . '
. if X I =1 for school-ij;

291 - ;o .

0 otherwise: ° ]




~
. ) »
"number of potentially eligible discon-

", tinuers identified in school-ij who
left sch091 during academic year-p;

Y.. = total number of potentially eligible °
N " discontinuers identified from lists
from school-ij. -

~
-

The values of B; calculated from the sample‘Schools' data and used in

-

COﬁputing the Year 11 weights are ‘as follows:

“'. Academic year-p 1(1977-78)  2(1978-79)  3(1979-80) Total
‘ Value of B 7 0.136 0.368 0.496 1.000
P - <
the estimated proportion of potentially eligible discontinuers
in region-r, SOC-s who are from schools which would participate

for the in-school assessment and the Supplementary Frame »
assessment; .

r,s .
—1i- | where

&

Jig ¢ My
B(School-1j) , @ 2™

- .

1 if sample school-ij responded for.the Supplementary Frame
. dropout list acquisition; -

ot 0 otherwise

Hil number of 17-year-olds in school-ij, estimated from total
J . enrollment and grade range;

P(School-ij) = P(PSU-i)-P(School-j|PSU-i)-(0.5)

s 7 _\AiL
. ] P(Schdpl-ij) ©

i r,s

In Year 11 there were five levels of SO& for Jach of the four regions,

hence, there were 20 r,s-combinations. The computed Cr s values are ‘shown
. / b
in table 3-2. | -
.

ad
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Fable 3-2. Values of C. g school'nonrespénseﬁadjustment by region and "SOC
Ll .- . y . hd ,

Lo e ; 1 / v

[ . . .. soc (s)
Region (1) - . y 2 3 4 5
‘ heast (1) Loooo © 0 6136° -
" southeast (2) 649+ 5317 . 7 10000 . 1,0000 1.0000
B ! ¥ . ! ’ . - ’ . ) ) ' " s
“ © . central (3) 1.0000 .= -".9808 9921 .  .9696 . 8765, -
| D t.  Vest O .8%96 10000 - .Bg43 - ..6644 1.0000
- . Co- .o . ] ..
‘ TN . » -
f (D) Pij = pgropgrtion of “sample disco.ntlinuers from school-ij] for whom
e ‘ eligibility status was defggmined; S - )
¢ / . N : " v’ e ' 1
( . . y I . o Ve . 1‘
,:' = " _ k e k. i.k i N . » . . }
c . = -_—-—J———-—'L' s o where : |
’ ij - )
. ' . . sl lif eligibility status was determined for discontinuer-ijk; N
L ijk lo otherwise
\qg‘ C n;" = nump¥r of potentially eligible discontinuers selected from
e J _ school-ij; .
{ ~ . , . . - ,N D
(E) - Ai = estimdted proportion of pogpntially eligible discontinuers in
. pSU-i whq, are in schools for which gligibility status could be
’ determined for some discontinper; =
Q.i . * ~ ' .
. . ) ., = =, ; wvhere ’ -
. \ Ri ) .
) : « ‘ K.y o
' LA\ = _‘___d——__—_____l_,]___i——-——‘
. Qi , z , P(Discontinuev:ijk)'F..“C and
L A j,k €1 P ij r,s
S . i1 if B, > 0, i.e.pif eligibility status was determined
§ i3 ‘ v for some discontinuer from school-ij;
\ ]
o, - Ko = : ' ¢
; T .1 0 otherwise '
e v P(Discontinuer;ijk), Fij and Cr s are as previously defined, and
N . . Y
I.‘ - ) - -
E TC‘*' N R, = ) I -« e
ERIGy N PDiscontinuer i3k FiyCr s

. . ‘ . . 13{)5

Al
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. (Fi v 2= esti;ated proportion of eligible disconfinuers in region-r
who would complete offe or more NAEP packages;

i o~ X, ' :
: T where
- r ‘ ’ + '

3

V.., * E..
.= 3 5 o ik Cijk
r CiEr K P(Dlscontlnuer-l.lk)'Fij'Cr

P A , and
,8 1j 1

1 if discontinuer-ijk was determined to be eligible;
) '

<
L]

0 “wtherwise
’ A
' 1 if discontinuer-ijk was determined to be-eligible a&!
completed one or more NAEP packages; ’
E..
ijk

0 otherwise

¢

P(Discontinuer-ijk), Fij’ C , Pij and Ai are as previously defined; and

r,s
’ y = 1 -1 SRS S
r_ . . P(Discontinuer-ijk)+F, . +C ‘B, A,
ier j,k ij r,s "1ij i
(6) Pla) = probability.that respondent discontinuer-ijk wggld complete
package-a (a¢*=1,..:,14), given that he complefed C packages
(C =1, 2, or 3); these probabilities are shown in the table
below; h : .
y t LY ’
’ ‘ ) P(a)l|cC
14 R M . g C ~——
. ¥ . 1 2 : 3
' /5 - 1/5 1/5
- - 4-11, 13, 14 - 3/110 3/110 12/55
’ : . i “
C, ' L 12 © /55 12/55 -  12/55
, - . ‘

b

¥ . — \y

) . L
A sgchool weight, Uijk’ was #lso computed for each discontinuer respond-

ent as follows:

N * A . [ ]
U = 1 1 1 2 .11 where
ijk P(Discontinuer-ijk)- F_. . € P.. A, Z_ "’
- A e ij r,s - 1ij i r-
- teNgg, of the ‘?eight expression are as previously defined. The school

[ N

20
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l e ' . ’ '
weights are those appropriate for weighiidg data ‘collected uniformly from
:[ all respondents, such 2s Background Questionnaire ta, ‘
[ 3.7.3 Weights for Early Graduftes : v I
: : 7 ,
Package weights wegp computed for the 95 out-of-school 17-year-olds
. 1
& assessed from the early gradhate list sample as- follows: ) *
wi'k(a) = weight applicable to package-q responsés given by respondent(
n J " early graduate-k of school-j of PSU-i;
- L R S R N v
P(Graduate-ijk) C P{i A Z; P(a) '
, . . . - -
i ‘ , . (A) BT (©. my (® (F)
. ‘ \ .S
{ The terms of the weight expression are generally analagous to those
" . used for computing discontinuer weights, but computational procedurestvary
i
: . for some.of the terms. Definitions of the weight expression terms follow:
v ' ) ’ '
N €. P(Greduate-ijk) = overall sample inclusion probability for
' < ‘ ' early graduate-k of school-j of PSU-i;
‘ ' = P(PSU-i)'P(‘Séhool-jIPSU-i)-(O,?»-Dj (i'\
o - ~ ‘ “P(Graduate-k|School-j); where
| ' P(PSU-i) = probability of selecting PSU-i for ‘the
. Year 11 in-school Primary sample; .
- - P(School-j|PSU-i) = probability of selecting school-j for the
- . ’ “ ) Year 11 in-school assessment, given the
selection of PSU-i;
~ . . )
] 0.5 = probability of selecting school-j for the
. . Supplementary Frame sample, given its
: , ) selection for the Year 11 in-school sample;
) . D, = \. probabiiity that school-j was asked to
f- J provide lists containing graduate-k's name;
’ . * . small/schools were asked to list all early
graduates; large schools were asked to
' provide lists 6f early graduates whose last
‘ names were contained within two randomly
. y select%d alphabet sectors from the following
[’ . four:“"A-D, E-K, L-R, S-Z; '

1.0 if school-j listed entire alphabet;

b.S‘if school-j listed a random half of .-
280 the alphabet;’ ' ;




V4

n

£ S, n, . :
. ‘ P(Graduate-klSchooi-ijjﬁtif ﬁll » Where
<o . - ! ij
_ g -
. = number of early graduates sélected from
S ' J . school-1j. for the- Supplementary Frame
‘ % sample;. '

N, = number of potentially eligible early
graduates identified from lists provided
by schooljij;

= None of the tespdndingschools reported” only partial screenihg for
' ~
- . > .
early graduates in the specified ‘period (January 1, 1978 to beginning of

r

' *Age Class. 3 assessment in PSU), so the weight adjustment term for

o~

~

incomplete response; Fij";%s not required.

- ‘Y' ) \
. (B) . C = " “the estimated proportion of potentially eligible
early graduates who are from schools which would
& . participate for the in-school -assessment and the
- Supplementary.Frame assessment; .
. = . g— , whex:e‘

.' w. ~ . ——\ "
*ﬁﬁ ' 3 J;. - H,,
. M = I :],— L]

: - P(S.hqo -1j) °

S 1,

and

1 if sample school-ij -responded for the Suppleméntary
Frame early graduate list acquisition; ’

o
if

0 otherwise. - .
, - ' '
H.~ =.. number of 17-year-olds in school-ij estimated from
] ) ) total enrollment and grade range; this quantity was
. ' _ used as a proxy measure for the number of potentially
’ * eligible early graduates in computing the nonresponse
adjustment;

P

P(School-ij) = - P(PSU-i)+P(School-j|PSU-i)(0.5)

. *. H,,
N =" 1 . —2J
. . P(Schbol-ij)
4 1,] ( ’ .3
(C) ’ Pi € _proﬁortiqq of sample eafiy graduates from school-ij
‘“,/B, . J for whom eligibility status was determined;
\)4 ] i - . « : U

200 - . K




~ .
k_EJ__l_}E“ where

n,.
“ij o~

1 if ellg1b1lfty status’ was determined for Larly
graduate ijk; . - .
7/

0 otherwige

number of potentially eligible early graduates'.
selected from school~ij;

estimated proportibn of early graduates who are
.in schools for which eligibility status-could be
determined for some early graduate;

g , Where

-
0

. . K,
‘3 ijk
ij,k P(Graduate ijk)-C

and
if Py, > 0 for school-ij, i.e., if eligibility
status was determined for some sample early
Kijk- graduate from school-ij;

0 otherwise

P(Graduate-ijk) and C are as previously defined, and

1
P(Graduate-ijk)-C

'R = 3
1)J vk'

estimated proportion of eligible early graduates
in region-r who would complete one or more NAEP
packages;

xr
s , where:
Yr .

s Vijk " Eigx
. Elr- J,k PReraduate- -ijk)-C- P ‘A

4
if graduate-ijk was determiged to be eligible;

+
~

otherwise.

if graduate-ijk was determined to be eligible
and completed omne or more NAEP packages; -

dtherwise.

2U7
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The remaining terms in the computational expression for X} are as previously

‘defined; and v . &

i M . “

V.. . N
Y = 3 3 11k .
ier.jk P(Graduate-13k)°C°Pij°A .

(}) - P(a) ~= probability that respondent early graduate-ijk-would

, complete package-a, given that- he completed C packages
. ' (C=1, 2, 3), as previously defined.

A school, ,weight, Uijk’ was also computed for each early graduate v

/
respondent as follows:

U = 1 ‘ 1 wher:
ijk P(Graduate-ijk) c P A z !

fon
[
[

ij r
b

. '
/
terms of the expression are a® previously defined, The school weights are

. .

those appropriate for weiéhting dita“ collected uniformly from all respond- .

ents, such as Background Queitionnairc data. -

-

3.7.4 VWeight Editing and Tape -Preparation

The computational séquence for Qbfaining final weights for "discon-

¢
- tinuers and early graduates consisted/gﬁ several steps, as follows:
* ) v

(A) Computation of school wefghts adjusted for incomplete schooi
responses and nonparticipating schools;

(B) . Computation of school weighfs adjusted as in (A), and adjusted )
for nondetermination of eligibility..status for some sample indi-
viduals,

<

l(C) Computgtion of fjnai schooL’zeigbts adjusted as in (A) and (B), .
arfd adjusted for noanrticipation of some eligible individuals;

. (D) Computation of final package weights from final school weights.

- A -

. ]
The weights computed in each step of the sequence were edited before '

¥

prﬁceeding .with the -next step to assure the acfuracy ef the submitted
- ) R .

-weights, Randomiy selected weights at each.step were verified as ha’ing.

. < L, S . -

Xi -~ been correctly computed by reproducing the calculations by hand. All

A o

'UA
»

2y
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‘WDSS on October 10, 1980. Concurrently, appropriate documentation and
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~

\v S~

. - N N \
atypically large \Weights were similarly verified. \}}istings, frequency

tabulations and summary statistics were obtained fof\ final school- and
N \

package weights.. All discontinuer package weights exceeding 10,000~were‘*

identified and reasons for their sual sizes were documeﬁﬁed; there were
. M ! -

A
no atypically large earlykér uate weights. Largé weights\Yere generally
due to lower than usual wj Pin-school selection rate; and/é% respondents .
;Eb completed qnly onig or gfwo of the assegsment packaées. .
.The.Supplébentary Frame weight tape waé prepared in accordance with
the f;rmat estabiished by RTI, Natioqal Asséssment and Westinghouse Data-:
Score Systems (WDSS) for reporting all Year 11 weights. A backup copy of

the tape was prepared for retention at RTI, and the weight tape was sent to

summary tabulations‘'were delivered to National Assessment.

3.7.5 Level of the Estimaiés ’ ‘
.

‘Population totals for out-of-school 17-year-old discontinuers and
. A .

ﬂearly graduates were estimated by sﬁmming'the Year 11 Supplementary, Frame

agsessment ggéusted scboql\yelghts for respondents, and 'these estimates are
shown in table 3-? WItL resilts from preceding yearsg. Afgz-bresented in
the ' table are Census-based estimates of the survey populations and the
propoftions of tge populations eﬁtimated by the survey data. /-

The Year llkéurvey estimate of the discoptinuer frame out-of-school
17-year-old pophl@£1on, 305,075, is 47.2 percent above the -estimate ob-
tained in the -last Supplementa;y Frame assessment conducted in 1976
(Year .07). This increase results directly;from ; significant rise in the
average number of discontin s;b . reported by participaging fchools, from
19.2 in Year 07 tﬂ“ﬁ€73’{;/i;aﬂ 11. Since thefe gs go evidence tgat,the

L

discontinuer populatioh has shown an actual increase over -this period, the

200
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Supplementary 5fame data

0.647

/

Table 3-3. Supplementary Frame survey estimates of populatyon and
) .Cengus-based population estimates, by asgessment ar
. Y . !
' ) ﬂAssessment Year - _
" 05 06 A 1
. (1974) (1975) (19726) - (1980)
Suryey estimates: ! Ca
' 17-yepr-o0ld s -
Discontinuers 233,532 223,908 197,588 305,075
17-year-old -
Early Graduates 16,540 15,285 16,489 10,024
Total out-of-school . o
17-year-olds 250,072 239,193 214,077 315,100
Census estiﬁates: ’
—— A Y
*17-year-olds (000's)~ 1/ 4,241 4,175 4,280 4,100
Eligible out-of-school . !
17-year-oldsg/ 386,’59 380,760 390,336 373,920
Proportion of eligible
- population estimated by '
0.628 0.548 0.843

P-20.

2/

P

?

Y From €urrent Population Beports, Population Charactet1st1cs Series

Computed as (Census 17 yr.-olds) x 0.095 x 0.96, where 0.095 is the

‘estimated proportion of'17-year-olds not enrolled in grades K-12 in the
period 1974-1980, and 0.96 is the estimated proportion of 17- year- olds
eligible for Nat1onal Assessment . ‘

-

“

*




‘larger average ——mber of names_listed could be due to\better record keeping
v

,by.the schools a=3 mare thorough liaiﬁpreparation for Suppleﬁentary Frame.

The: Year 11 <curvey estimateaofvthe early graguate frame out-of-schooi

17-year-old $opulation Qas 10,024, 39.2 percent:below the Year 07 esEimate.

However, the unwveighted average number of early graduates reporied by

participating schools showed Qery litglegchange between Year 07 and Year

11. Since early graduate survey estimates are based on very small samples,

the observed year to year differences are likely within the range of sampl-'

U
‘ing error.

E 3

The estimated total out-of-school 17-year-old populaeion from‘;he'Year
11 survey, 315,100, is 84 percent of the Census based estimate and repre-
sents the highest estimated level of Coverage for any of the Supplementary

Frame surveys. J

3.8 DOC, TOC, and STOC Classification

" No separate determination of DOC, TOd, and STOC was made for Supple-

mentar§ Frame respondents. Rather, tge opt-of;school l7-year-oyds selected
fro; a part1cu1ar school werd g1ven the same DOC-TOC STOC categor1zat1on as
the respondents: for thg Age Class 3 in- school assessment in t?at school.

The DOC-TOC-STOC determination for Year 11 in-school respondents is dis-

cussed in Chapter 2 of this report—

3.9 kesponse Experience

' Response experience ‘data for the Year 11 Supplementary Frame sample

schools hrg“HFesented in table 3-4, while response experienece for sample

~
4

discontinuers aﬂd éﬁrly graduates appear in/tabIe 3-5.

A total of 209 NAEP Age Class 3 schools were asked to participate.for
the Sapplementary Frame assessment. As shown in rab}e 3-4, two of .the
schools "asked, or %.0 percent, refused to provide discontinuer lists or

211
/|

e
\
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Table 3-4. Year 11 Supplementary Frame list acquisition results

¥ "
» o f '
2 S
: ) Year 11 Year 07

Sample Number  Percent Percent »

¥ \

Discontinuer Sample ’

" Schools asked to provide discontinuer lists 209 100.0 100.0
Refused to provide lists 2 1.0 5.7
Participating schools 207 99.0 9473

‘Reported "No eligible discontinuers" 33 15.8 28.3
Provided discontinuer lists ¢ 174 83.3 66.1
Early graduate sample
Schools asked to provide early graduates .
lists 205 100.0 100.0 ﬂ’///
Refused to participate 2 1.0 11.1
Participating schools 203 99.0 88.9
' . ”
Reported "No eligible early graduates” 147 71.7 67.1
Provided early graduate lists 56 27.3 21.8
- ,7 hd
/1 4
’ > .
° ' ‘ Cata
A
- 1




Table 3-5. zear 11 Supplementary F
ith comparati¥e percen

/ ¢

-

rame aifessment fieldl results

tage resﬁlﬁ% for Year 07
AN

| -

-

T"Year 11

Year 07

Discontinuers ,"Gr¥ds. -

Early Total Sample

No. .- %

1

v

Total Sample Peérsons h

965

Persons with elipibiljty

status undetgrmined
v

88

. -
, Refused to provide screen-
ing informagjon or unco-
operative on all callbacks

Could not locate or contact

L

Persoﬂ% determined’ not
eligible”

Ineligible birthdate or
enrolled at assessment
(date )

Not liwving in U.S.,
mentally or physically
incapable, non-English
speaking or nonreader

-

Persons determined eligible

P
Refused to participate
,or uncooperative on all
calls

- 4

Could not locate or contact -

Package respondents

. N
Packages -completed

~Pacitages per respondent

131

-

1,096 100.0
M“y

-

8.4

0.6

41

r

95 -651

281 1,916

2.94

-

100.0°

12.

7
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mvih—school~assessment (table 3-1). The overall school nonparticipation rate

- rep6rted that the'gecessazy records were not available. There were also 20

.e11g1b1e d1scont1nuers was 1dent1f1ed from the lists submitted.

which had twelfth grades, and these schools were asked to provide both

reported that the necessary records were not available. When refusals for

~
graduates within the speC1f1ed alphabet segzots. Nonempty lists were

received from 56 study schools, ‘and these schools listed a total of 172

-177- T

“*

schools selected in the initial Supplementary Frame Subsample which were
: . ;

not asked to~participate for ‘list acquisition due to their refusal for the L

< v

[ " . !
for Year 11, theréfore was

x 100) = 9.6% .

ST oo X 100) T (-=£

229
of thc 207 schools which qgreed to patt1c1pate 33, or 15 9 percent, report- :
ed thaf their .records d1sclosed no age eligible discontinuers for the

period’ spec1f1ed, i.e., gubmitted empty lists, while the remaining 174

schools, or 84.1 percent of those participating, provided nonempty lists of

discontinuers for at least oﬁe school year. A total’ of 7 081 potentiylly
There were 205 Supplemen;ary Frame sample schools asked to participate

? * ~ |
discentinuer anj’ji:}i graduate lists. As shown in table 3-4, two_schools, |

or 1.0 percent,”refused to search their records for the early graduates or

re
L4

in-school assessment are considered, the overall school nonpart1c1pat1on

rate for the early graduate phase of the study was:
o [ L = (22 = .
. (Gos + 26 * 100) ' (355 x 100) ‘ 9.8% .
Of the 203 8chools which Sgr&ed to participate, 47, or 72.4 peréent

reported that theiy reéords disclosed none of the scarce age-eligible early

-~

(O

o

potentially eligible early graduates.
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/
Tahle 3-5 presents the final results from the field location, screen-

ing, "and package administration. The_samplé,was comprised of 965 potenti-

ally eligible di§£5ntinuers and 131 early graduates, or 1,096 sample indi-
. N . ,

AN
vidualt/;n total. For 92, or 8.4 percent, of those in the sample, inter-

viewers were unable to obtain eligibility screening information. Failure

]
i

to locate or contact-the sample individual or a close family member account-
. bl

~
~,

ed for 85; or 9{;4 percent, of these cases. A toEi; off 252 individuals,
23.0 bercent of those in t sample, were determined to be ineliéible for
assessment. In 227, or 90.1 percent of these cases, ineligibility was due
to an out-of4r§née birghdate or to enrollment in schooi during the time of

Year 11 Age Class 3 in-school assessment. The 252 individuals categorized

R

as inéligible represent 25.] percent of the 1,004 sample persons for whom
. ‘
eligibility screening was completed. A total of 752 individuals were

determined to be eligible for the assessment, and 651, or 86.6 percent, of

3
these participated. Nonparticipation was due to refusals in 60 cases,

wpilc failure to locate the individual accounted for the balance of the
' 4

nonparticipating eligible individuals. The 651 participants represent 59.4

pergent of all sample individuals, this result is almost identical to the

&

, [
Year 07 overall rate of participation.

The aesireé-packagé yield was 125 responses for each of the 14 packages,
or approximately 1,750 completed packages; in total. Tablev3-6 presents
_the number of responses obtained in the Supplementary Fram; assessment - for
fhc 14 Age Class 3 packages, by sampling frame. Actual sutvey fesponée was
1,916 completed packages,’or an av?rage 0£'136.9 responses per instrument--
a yield 9.5 pe;cent above the design goali The package overage is primarfly
attributable to the higher-than-anticipated level of participation achieved
in the study--59.4 percent achieved versus 55.0 percent estimated ig pre-
survey planning.

215 :
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Table 3-6. Year 11 Supplementary Frame assessment package sample
:jize by student sampling frame )

-t

o

%
3

Package

Discontinuer .
frame responses

3

) E;rly graduate

frame responses

Total
responses

O 0 ~N o v & W N -

bt b
- O

114
111
104
110
120
120
125
112
121
116
119
123
120
120
1,635

18

19

25

29

21
NZ .

2

21

“r 20

21

24

15
15

/'\\\ 19

132
130 .
129
139
141
142
137
133
161°
137
143
138
135
" 139
1,916
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3.10 Spec1al Problems and Recommendatlons . R .

[ There were no /;eciai probIems encountered durlng conduct of® the
Supplementary F}rame samphn‘ and weighting activities.

[ | Based gn Year 11 exper1ence, the following recommendatlons are made

[' .for future SuppLementary Frame sampl1ng

. (A) The. 1t;rat1ve procedure descr1b d in section 3 L for adjusting the

L v\student sample allocat1ons to PSUs throughdut list collection so as to

°“ ach1eve" the des1red total sample size should be emplo'yed.
B ( (B) Students who leave school during ngch or April of -the current assess-__

1' ., /ment year should be deleted from the sampling frame as ineligible
(enrolled during March or April)y Such }udents were included in the
P frame for Year 11, " since it was thought that sc;ools might tend to!

, retain décontinuers on rolls some time past tleir actual date of
I g *
' leaving schoolwut Year 11 field results did net show this to be the

-

'. S case. Sample d1scont1~nuers with Harch br April 'dates left school were

almost always classified as inelig1ble during screenin; by virtue of a
uyes"’. answer 'to the .q\;estion, "'Where you enrolled in.. . .school anytime
dur1ng’ Harch or April, 1980". ;

o) (%) %most 25 percent o;}»e schools from whom 11sts vere rece1ved report-

8 -  ed 50 or more di Zontinuers. If Supplementary Framf’o sample size
[ , ¢ . - s
requirements are, got. substantially increased in future assessments,
- ! o

/1’ ) . . provision should be made to allow subsampling by alphabet sectors for

« discontinuer list compilatig, as is done for early graduates.

[ N . ‘ - 4 . - . -

. : . ) N
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Approval Expires 9/30/81

3
. « . A-1
‘ . 9@ NATIONAL ASSESSMENT OF EDUCATIONAL PROGRESS
i A PROJECT OF THE EDUCATION comgnssnou OF THE STATES
[V L™ - ' '
f k;;;:F: . SCHOOL PRINCIPAL'S QUESTIONNAIRE
' ’ e This report is suthorized DY Jaw (20 U.5.C. 1221 c-1). While
you are not required to respond, your coquntion {s needed
[ to make the results of this survey ‘co.rnprehemive, accurnl,‘
. and timely. -
{TPrimary Sampling Unit . School Number
[ ] - . L
[: ) - . i ) Group(s) 9-Yr-0lds 13-Yr-Olds 12th Graders
(i Name of School
li Address of School C e, 3
) . (Stregt)'
PLEASE , |
PRINT (city) . (State) ’ (Zip Code)
- : X 4
: Name of School Principal
4. B - .
. ) Name and title of person completing the form if other than school principal
( 2 Lbf_«?uma . ‘ . Title

»

1. What is your best estimate of the current enrollment and the average daﬂ.l
attendance by grade of your school (1978-79 school year)? (Enter zeros for
grades not served by your school.)

¥

Crade K 1| 2] 3 6 | s | 6 7 g | 9 |10 | 11 | 12

Enrollment

Average
Daily ° = :
Attendamce -z { l

4

2.  Approximately what percentage of the s'iudent:s:attending'yoﬁr school live in each
of the following areas? ' '

. % A In a rural area (less than 2,500}
28 In.a town of 2,500 to 10,000

2 t,In a town of 102,000 or more -

. (Items A-C should add to 1Q0%)
1002 Qf J

\

.




v

.

Approximately what percentage of the students attending your school are childrenf? .
of ) - -

% A Professional or managerial personnel

-

Z B Sales, clerical, technical or skilled workers Ty
LS .

% C Factory or och;; $lﬁe coliar workers

-% D Farm qorkérsA:' P | N | -
Z E Persons. not regularly iployed

ZF Pe;sons on welfare ‘

.‘\ ‘
(Items A-F should add .to 100%)-

[

100%

Approximaﬁel? what pe?EEdtage of the chLen:s attending your school are

% A American.Indian or Alaskan Native o . , t

et

2 B Asian or Pacific Islander

—

. “~ ,
%ZC Hispanic, regardless of race (Mexican, Puerto Rican, Cuban, Central

or South Americari or other Spapibh cultire or\bg}gin)
. 5 - : ’ N,
%Z D. Black and npt Hispanic \\
‘Z E Whltg and not Hispanic \\\\
. ' } C ) \ .
~ : (Items A-E should add to 100%) \\\
100% i ; .
Does your school qualify for ESEA Title/I assistance? \\
- - '. \\
Yes - I1f Yes,-approximately what number of students gualify for '\\
o and what nunberPof students aze receiving ESEA gitle I assistance? £ \\\
Appnoximﬁée number of students qualifying for ESEA ' ! \\
‘Title I assistance ‘
) Appréximate number of students receiving ESEA Ticle I
assistance
' No * ’ . : ) -’

. THANK YOU FOR YOUR COOPERATION
. ) ]

R g
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B-1. -
SCHOOLl WORKSHEET

(Complete for each school for which you recefve a Package Assignment Form)
PSU Number - School Number

Complete Parts A - D oniy after crossing oht names of students listed on the SLF who are
Aneligible for any reasod. :

A. How many students were identified by the school as:

f{‘

{ . 1. Non-English speaking? 2. EMR? 3.
/

{

unctionally disabled?

7

B. How many names were crossed out for students:

‘1. With out-of-range birthdates? . h 2. No langer enrolled? .
3. Who were ineligible for any other reason(s)? (Specify reason(s) 4n Part T.)
C. What was Qze source used to complete SLF? ' . ’

D.. Sampling

1. -gubsampling not used:

a.’” Total count of eligible students listéd on SLF )
2, ‘Subsampling used: _'
" a. Total count of eligible students listed on SLF - a.
b. Enter sampli;g interval from Item 2 of Packagq Assignment Rorm b.
c.® Multiply Item a. by Item b. c.
E. Complete gkter packages have been administered in the school.
Pkg. No. Pkg. - No. . Pkg. No. 1 pkg. No.

No. Completed No. Completed No. - Completed

y o

No. Completed

’ . \
F. Indicate any problems related to sampling or obtaining éuorums. Explain in full when
an assigned package administration is not givenT Indicate self-identified nonreaders
» by package and ID numbers. (If additional space is needed, continue on a separate
sheet and attach to RTI copies.) :

4

./ \
v - vy »
4 “ e =
L] - \ =
‘\ 4
rd
’ |
/
A
t\-"‘ * .
G. Coordinator ) P
‘District Supervisor: Date Completed:

Disposition: White copy to ﬁRC;»yellow and pink copiqs to RTI immediately wup
Q p ‘ complet)Bn of all work in the PSU; goldenrog copy retained by DS~ k\—4-

- » . ‘ . . v

-
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Year 1.1 Weight Tape Format
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., . R N , C‘l
. .- . . .
: \ - |
. National Assessment ol Educational Progress
\ ~Year 11 Weight Tape Formar \ . '
- : .- < (Prepared 12/27/79). . ST ' PG
“ - g "o
. . . . ‘E
! ’ \ - "\L -
Location ° Name Description N "
‘ K 1 AGE Age Gtoup Code: 1 9-year-oldg -
. . : " 2 13-year-olds® .
3 17-year-olds, . $|
“ 3 Supplementary Frgme ’
@-3 PACKAGE Package Number: 01,02...,10,11;12,13,14,15 T
‘ . ‘ " ) " X ‘s
' . 4-6 PSUID PSU Number: (3-digit) Obtained as leading zerowartd 2- diglt PSU
U . number, )
| 7-8  9CHOOL  School Number: (2-digit) Age Groug, 1=01-29
o o . .Age Group 2=31-539% L
i ¢ . . Age Group43=61-89 3
&‘ rl‘ . s
i 9 PSUSCHC  Chdfek Digit: (1- digit} Check digit id a function of 2- digit PSU
' . and 2- digit school nurniber. . ) 1
7 . P . -
: %10 INOUT Supplementary Frame tape type indicator: @ 9's,13's,17's in schoo
» . - . N . ) . t
k\ . ) s " * S lr” pplementary Frame |
’ - LS .
| , 11-14 Assessee Number: 0000 9's,13's,17's in sghbol K R
Lo % STUDID ‘ >0000 Supplemémtaxy’ Frame; g
. v b L .
f 15 Zero (0). ‘ : : o t
16 STOC STGC' 1/ 1 «Extreme rural. - T S0 ;
. 2 Low metro . T '
d 3 High métro R .
, 4 Main big city .
. 5 Urban fringe .
6 Medium city L )
. 7 Small place Y

17-19 COUNTY County (197Q FIPS code): >000

[

="TOC may be obtgined from STOC as follows:

P TOC: 1 Exgreme rural ' STOC: 1 Extreme rural
) . / 2 Llow metro 2 Low metro
’ 3 High metro 3 High metro
i D ) - 4 Main big city ’
£ . s 4 Otheas’ - 5 Urban fringe .
L . : . 204 ' 6 Medium city
Q ~4 7 Small place




3

Name

t .
o .
[ .

(a4 -
=

(o]

]

Descrigtigg e ! N . )
See Federal Information Processing Standards Publication

Sl : . - (FIPS PUB 6-1), Counties and County [Equivalents of. the
el T L States of the United States, U. S. éepartment of°Commerce, =»
X ‘ National Bureau of.Standards, June 15, 1970. -

v sl %, ¥ | g ’
. \ N : . | N
Ve <. 2024 ZIPCODE  ZIP Code: >00000 - : //
A e L , - C
.;ﬁ . .~ 25-26 GRDLOW , Lowest Grade in Schéol:z/ O0,0tz?T.,ll,lg; 00 = kindergarten, ., .
oo NN 01 = 1lst grade, 03 = 2nd gradej_etd. j
e ‘27:28 . GRDHIGH Highest Grade in school:2/ 00,01,.,.,11,12; 00 = kindergarten,
Do ] 01 = 1st grade, 02 = 2nd grade, etc.
. R : .
29-34 PsU PSU numbers (6-digit), Six-digir PSU number
D, © . ‘% . is included because (1) it is the only place where sampling
-l L e size of community (SOC) is reported, and (2) it will provjde .
. . similar PSU numbers when. comparing data across years.
: o School Principal s Questionnalire Questiqn 1: What is your
) . ; i //} best estimate of the average daily -attendance by grade- of
$ c . your school (1978-79 school year)? . .
35-37 PRING1A  Kindergarten . '
. . X R t - "
X ' n 38-40 PRING1B  1st grade ; .
< . ’ . ': ) ! . R ‘\. T .
. 41343 Fpringic 2nd grade ~ - ‘ K ’
{4&34Qs PRINGID  3rd grade
47-49 'PRIN01E 4Lth grade R
‘h . 4 +
s0-52,% PRINGIE  sth ‘grade
"4 5355 ‘“‘PRIN¢IG 6th grade ,
- '.’\;4- ( » ) Y
Y — . L -~

, ZjA grade range will be supplied-for every school.

X In most cases, the grade
: ,range is obtained from the Principal's Questionnaire.

In those rare instances - -

. where this information 1s not provided on the Principal's Questionnaire, the data

<

L

are imputed from education directories,

e

S;;ecia_l cases

(N

" Locatiom 25-26

Location.27-28

A school hav;Pg 6th grade only
s

" A sthool Wit
-af 1-3 and"S5-6

plit- grade range |

06 I

01

06

06




}\ Logation ﬁéme' Description )
l" 56-58 -~ PRINGIH 7th grade | S :
R 59-61 * .PRINGII  8th grade '
[ 62-64 PRING1J  9th grade o l -
r ~ 65-67  PRINGIK 10th grade '
- 68-70 PRINGIL 11th grade
I,’ , 71-73  PRINGLM  12th grade -, » o
/, . . “ S - L4
. / Average daily attendance is reported to nearest percent.
] ) Locations 35 through 73 grérzerc if average daily attendance
- is not reported )
] JE .
7 School Principal's Questionnaire Question 2: Approximately
{ . what percentage of students attending your building live
. in each of the following areas: 3/ e
. ' Y 4 . .
i . 74-76  PRING2A  Rural area (legs than 2,500)
‘ 77-79  PRING2B  Towm of 2,500 to 10,000
) .
\ .§ 80-82 PRING2C  Town of 10,000 or more
= Sum of values is 100. . -
! .
) ’ . .
‘ ) School Principal’'s Questionnaire Question 3: Approximately’
: - ' what percentage of the students attending your building are
‘ chitdren of 3/ ’
’ $ -~ ‘ -
83-85 PRIN@3A  Professional or managerial personnel J
86-88. PRIN@3B  sSales, clerical, technical, or skilled workers
89-91 PRINB3C  Factory or other blue collar workers
' L]
92-94 PRING3D Farm workers o . . .
, . .
95-97 PRIN@3E  Not regularly ‘employed .
98-100  PRING3F  op welfare -) ‘
t _—
Sum of values is 100. \
i
i g :
;0 3/

~ ='When this information 4s not supplied on the Principal’'s Questlonnalre,
it is imputed using Census data. -
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Cc-4
Location Name Description ¥
School Pyincipal's Queétionnaire Question 4: Approximately .
p what percentage of the students attending your school are 3/
101-103 PRIN#4A . American Indian or Aldskan Native
104-106 PRIN@4B~ Asian or Pacific Islander
. . , . "—k
.107-109 PRIN@4C  Hispanic, regardless of race ( Mexican, Puerto Rican, Cuban,
Central or South American or other Spanish culture or origin)
110-112 PRING4D. Black and not Hispanic . /
113-115 PRIN@4E White and not Hispaﬁic ‘
* Sum of values is 100.
School Principal's Questionnaire Question 5: Does your
school ‘qualify for ESEA Title I assistance?
116 PRING5A 0, No respons’
’ ) 1 Yes
2 No '
1f yes, approximately what number-of students qualify for and
whag number of students are receiving ESEA Title I assistance?
117-120 PRIN@SB  Approximate number of students qualifying for ESEA Title I
' assistance.
121-124 PRINQSC Approximate number of students receivihg ESEA Title I assistance.
~
125 STANDBY Type of package: O Regular '
: - 1 Standby
'126-1301 SPOPCNT  Number of students in student sampling frame ‘as reported on' .
. School Worksheet: 00000 Supplementary Frame
- >00000 9's,13's, 17's in school
131-139  STSWGT Reconciled,reéular assessment student-level school weight to be u
when data file contains one record per student(F9.2); >000000000
}40-148 WEIGHTT Reconciled regular assessment package weight (F9.2):
>000000000
&
-’ﬁ‘v—\ ~
149-150 ELIGCNT Number of regular eligible respondents (i.e., respondents in’
— ' _correct age domain, non-EMR, English speaking, etc.) or number
- of eligible respondents to followup assessment.
00 - Supplementary Frame .
>00 _All others . . .
151 DoC DPC: 1 Big city
" 2 Urban fringe .
. 3 Medium city ‘
4 Small place

¥ . 200 ~
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Location Name.

. Description

152 FRAME

153-154 . STATE

155-159  STOTCNT

160 SPUBPRV

162-165 ' ISVARES

166 _ REGOBE

v~
Frame: 0 9's,13's,17's in school

2=b=Age Group. 3 school dropout list frame "
3=h=Early graduate 1ist frame

State cqde (1970 FIPS code): >00 (For Supplementary Frame
study, thesState code was obtained from the school which ~

provided the original dropout list.) See attachment for
definition of State codes.

. @ . .
School total eprollment: >00000 (For Supplementary Frame
Study the total enrollment was obtained ‘from the school which

provided the original dropout list.)

Public/Private school .code: (For Supplementary Frame Study,
the public/private school code was obtained from the school
which provided the original dropout 1list.)

1 = Public *
2 = Private Catholic
3 = Private Non-Catholic

-Socioeconomic Status (SES) School code: (For Supplementary

Frame Study,” the SES code was obtained from the school which
pProvided the original dropout 1list,)

1 = Low metropolitan for SOC 1,2,3 PSU; extreme rural for
SOC 4,5 PSUs.

2 = Remainder of city for SOC 1,2,3 PSU! not applicable for
S0C 4,5 PSUs,

3 = Remainder of PSU for all-PSUs. ) : -

In~school variance estimation code for PSUépchool. (For Supple-

mentary Frame study, the in-school, variance estimation code was

- obtained from the school which provided the original dropout 1list.

abbe where

’ '

a = PSU-school regional code (1, 2, 3,4, 09)
bb = stratum within region .
c = replioate/within stratum and regiqp.'- - -

PSU~schools with same region and stratum within region code are
to be paired for variance estimation purposes. In some cases,
there may be three members in the group. :

Office of Business Economics (OBE) regional code by school.
(For Supplementary Frame, the OBE regional code and Census
regional codes were obtained from the school which provided

the original dropout 1list:)

s

1 = Nérth Atlantic
2 = Southeast




Location " Name Teezcription .
4 //.
. 3 == Great Lakes and Plains
' " 4 = West and Southwest .
(Se=2 attachment for States in these regions.)
. 167 REGCEN Censsus regional code by school:
* ‘ 1 = New England .
2 = Middle Atlantic )
3 = East North Central
4 = Vest North Central -
5 == South Atlantic
6 = East South Central
. 7 = West South Central ,
8 = Mountain
" 9 = Pacific
(Se== attachment for States in these regions.)
168-169 INELCNT Numboer of ineligible respondents ‘to regular assessment
(1.e., respondents in incorrect age domain, EMR, non-
, Eng__ish speaking, etc.) or number of ineligible respondents
to Zollowup assgssment. )
00 Supplementary Frame
. >00
. ¢ . ’ .
™ 170-176  LEACODE  Loc=zl Education Agency (LEA) codes.4/ A 7-digit code
devzloped by the National Center for Education Statistics
(NC=S) which uniquely identifies public school districts
. wic=in each State. (For private schools, LEA code is zero),
The first two digits of the LEA code identify the State and
the last § digits identify the district within the state,.
For Supplementary Frame Study, the LEA code is provided !
for the school which supplied the original dropout 1list.
) >00~. 0000 -
- . ’
177  SEVENI

178-186 SCHWGT
10-}0* = 7

Internal Labels:

DSN=RTI.WT.a.Yyy
where a=age

[

_@-17s Supplementary Fra

0, if regular 17-year-old respondentor 9 or 13

1, 1f initial 17-year-old respondenr;
2, if 17-ycar-old followup respondent.

Reconciled regular assessment school-

level
used when data file contains one reco

N-9s
T-13s
1-17s Tn-school and nonr

- ~

espondent followup
me. .

yy = Assessment Year.

229

1list of the:e codes, see Universe

school weiéh{\fg be
rd per school (F9.2)%

~Year-old respondent;

~

0000(

(1
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-U.S. Office of Business Economics Regions

9 . 4

(/*Baffh Atlantic (1) { ‘
7 ‘
Conpecticut - :
»

Delaware ’
District of C‘gmbi‘a
Maine i

Maryland’
Massachusetts ) .
New Hampshire

New Jegsey

New York .
Pennsylvania ’
Rhode Island . ¥
Vermont -

A

*

breat Lakes and Plains (3) ..

"fllinois
ndiana’
a
nsag —\
+ Michighn |
innesota
issouri
gNebraska .
iNorth Dakota
j Ohio .
| Soueh Dakota
4 Wisconsin .

.-l

1}
.

’

-~

Southegit (2)

Alabama ;
Arkansas ’
Florida

. Georgia

y ‘*}ntucky

* Touisiana

Mississippi’ .
North Carolina
Souyth Carolina
Tennessee »
Virginia
West Virginia - 1

West and Southwest (4)

Alaska
Arizona . -
quifornia
Colorado © v~
Hawaii
,- Idaho
- Montana
Nevada
New Mexico
Oklahoma -
Oregon’ . . .. L
Texas (Tl
Uta AN
Waghington
oming

AN
D :
f\/‘f \

1
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Census Regions

“
¥ : )
- . * .
. .
C e . -
.
. .
' B
t

-New England (1)

Connecticut
Maine
Massachusetts’
. " New. Hampshire
Rhode Island A
Vermont

° 111fnois . a
‘ © “Indiana
Michigan
Ohio -
Wisconsin.

s S ~
[j East North Central (3) T

—
H

b . south Atlantic (5)
i'." .

Delaware
; 'Distriqt of Columbig
! . Florida
Georgia
Maryland
Nort¥# Carolina
South Carolina
- Virginia
Viest Virginia

Vlest South Central (7)

. ———
-~

i " Arkansas
' Louisiana )

> Oklahoma : '
) > Texas

-

o Pﬁb&fic (9)

* Alaska
California
Hawaii
Oregon

- Washington

’

o

Middle Atlantic (2) *

New Jersey
New York .
Pennsylvania 7 .

West North Central (4)

Iowa ’
Kansas

Minnesota -
Missouri

Nebraska

North Dakota

South. Dakota

-

Fast South Central (6)

Alabama g
Kentucky
Mississippi
Tennessee

Mountain (8) ’

Arizona

Colorado =~ ~ = LA
Idaho

Montana ~
Nevada

- New Mexico’

Utah
Wyoming =
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PSU Control Sheet
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Please conpletx
answer and fol

4

- - -—— o~ —

. iy

C % T3 '
AGE CLASS 3 NONRESPOKDENT FORM 4

PSU__ SCHOOL ’

Package number

Administration Schedule Letter
Line nuhber

the diagram below concerning the studenc whose name appears on the label.
w the arrows until you reach a STOP sign.
- Pleagse explain a

unusual situations in the comments section.

‘ Is thi\g student EMR, functionally
' D Yes disabled, or non-English speaking? — o D

Form Approvvd
FEDAC No. R 34

s Approval Expires 12/81

Check the appropz iate

Shade the oval in the STOP sign with a no. 2 pencil,

.

-

o ' | Was this student officially enrolled
D No ¢— in this school at the time National -'—-)Yesf D *
,L Assessment was conducted? L
*
by -
STOP \ ’
Did this student attend more thsn ©
D \ Yes €~ one day of school during the 30- -day — No D b
,L " period preceding National Assessment testing?
. h Is this student temporarily away from
school (i.e., suspension) 1llness, injury, !
: travel, et®.) but expected to retu
Qomento D Yes ) D No D I don' t Rnow i .l i
g
ﬂ
F 2l'cgrplctcd by . ° - ?itle Date ‘
Sign firet form completed with nName, title, and date. DO NOT sign addztional forms unless several
people are T-pleting forms. |
. s '
e ~

236




